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LONDON, FEBRUARY 18, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Norrs, who announced last week his intention to 
commence hearing witness actions on the 20th inst., has been com- 
pelled to postpone such commencement until the 27th inst., in con- 
‘sequence of an important application respecting an infant ward of 
court being fixed for the earlier day, which is likely to occupy some 
time. 





Wirn rerrrence to the case of Slater v. Slater, and to the 
subject of infant’s money standing in court, Mr. Justice Norra has 
devised a step which, in cases where it is practicable, will provide 
an additional safeguard. In carrying over a fund last week to the 
credit of an infant, he raised the new account in the following 
terms: ‘‘ The account of A. B., an infant, who was born on the —— 
day of , 18—.”” Wherever the age of the infant has been 
proved, the date can be so inserted, so that, when the fund comes 
to be paid out, a glance will shew whether the iofant has come of 
age. 





Tue FoLtowrne are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new Queen’s Counsel:—Grorce Drrpes Warry, of the 
Western Circuit, 1859; Montacvu Srernen Wittrams (police 
magistrate, 1862; Ricnarp Harers, of the Midland Circuit, 
1864; Davin Nasmirn, of the South-Eastern Circuit, 1865 ; 
Artuur Ruscompe Poorr, of the Western Circuit, 1865; Wriram 
Puipson Bratz, of the Equity bar, 1867; Eomunp Wipprinetox 
Byrye. of the Equity bar, 1867; Francis Henry Jeune, of the 
South-Eastern Circuit, 1868; Epwanp James Casriz, of the 
Western Circuit, 1868; Tuomas Mitvary, M.P., of the North- 
Eastern Circuit, 1869; Samvet Hart, of the Equity bar, 1870; 
Ratra Nevittz, M.P., of the Northern Circuit, 1872; Henry 
Wixcn, of the South-Eastern Circuit, 1872; and Joun Gorey 
Barnes, of the Northern Circuit, 1876. 





Tue succEstion which appeared in some of the daily papers last 
week respecting the assigning of chief clerks to Mr. Justice 
Kegewicu, appears to have been founded on a rumour that some 
of the Associates of the Queen’s Bench Division were about to be 
transferred, and made chief clerks. "Whatever foundation, whether 
actual or speculative, this rumour may have, we would call attention 
to the very undesirable nature of a proposal for placing men already 
well advanced in life in a position where all the business coming 
before them would be utterly strange. Already adverse comments 
have been made with respect to the want of competence of 
comparatively young men who have been so transferred, and who 
have not only to unlearn the old routine they have been accustomed 
to, but, to the detriment of business, have had to learn an entirely 
new branch of work, for which their previous training has failed 
to fit them. While giving full consideration to the difficulty in 
which it is understood the authorities are placed, by reason of the 
desire not to retire certain officers on a pension, it should be borne 





in mind that men transferred to a wholly new sphere of duty-are a 
hindrance, rather than an assistance, to Beet untilsome months 
stay in their new post has given them the needful experience. 


255 | This is the more strongly to be urged in a case where knowledge 


of legal technicalities is required as well as mere general knowledge 


se | of office work. 





Compxarnts are very frequent with respect to the inconvenience 


2 | arising from the large class of originating summonses which come 


on in court under the description of ‘adjourned summons.” The 
statement on the summons itself is frequently so bald as to be un- 
intelligible without a full statement of facts and a reference to 


s22| original documents. With regard to those originating sum- 


monses which are disposed of in chambers, the same remarks 
would apply. The fact is that most of these cases require, for 
their proper solution, a statement very much in the form of a 
pleading, and it is worthy of consideration whether the present 
practice should not be materially altered before serious and irre- 
mediable errors arise. All the chancery judges take the greatest 
pains to arrive at a full knowledge of the facts of a case, and are 
efficiently assisted by counsel in their endeavours ; but it requires 
little experience to understand how much assistance would be 
afforded, and time saved, if the facts could be laid before the judge 
in a consecutive narrative, such as is to be found in a petition. A 
petition for the advice of the court is a proceeding not altogether 
unknown, and a petition for the construction of a will would be 
more satisfactory than an originating summons. It would have 
the further advantage that the judge would be enabled to peruse the 
petition beforehand, and would not be compelled to grope about, as 
it were, in the dark, to get at the details which it is necessary he 
should be made acquainted with. 





AN INTERESTING POINT was decided by Mr. Justice Kexewicn in 
Davies v. Davies (reported in another column). A tenant by the 
curtesy granted a lease under section 46 of the Settled Estates 
Act, 1877, containing a covenant by the lessee to deliver up the 
premises demised in good and substantial repair, ‘‘ fair wear 
and tear and damage by tempest excepted.” The section 
provides that leases made under its provisions “be not made 
without impeachment of waste,” and the question raised was 
whether the lease containing this covenant complied with 
this requirement of the section. The learned judge held that 
it did not. The point directly decided is not so important as 
the question involved in the decision—viz., whether a tenant 
for a term of years is, in the absence of express agreement, liable 
for permissive waste. This has long been a cruz in the law of 
landlord and tenant, and although we think the better opinion has 
always been, in accordance with Yellowley v. Gower (11 Ex., at p. 
294), that a tenant for years is liable for permissive waste, the 
question has been treated judicially as being an open one: see tue 
judgment in Woodhouse v. Walker (28 W. R. 765, 5 Q. B. D., at 
p. 407). We have now a distinct ruling of a learned judge in 
favour of the doctrine in Yellowley v. Gower. 





In tHe case oF Re Moss’s Trusts, which we report elsewhere, it 
will be observed that Mr. Justice Kay, although holding himself 
bound by the decision in Savile v. Couper (85 W. R. 829), inti- 
mated his dissent from the decision. ‘‘ He might personally,” he 
said, ‘‘ have been inclined to give a wider interpretation ” to section 5 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1882. It will be remembered that in 
Savile v. Couper Mr. Justice Nortn held that the words of section 
5, “‘ On an appointment of new trustees a separate set of trustees 
may be appointed,” &c., restricted the application of that pro- 
vision to cases where occasion arises for the appointment of new 
trustees for the whole of the trust property. We gave at the time 
(31 Soxicrrors’ Jourwat, 739) reasons for thinking that this con- 
struction was too narrow ; and the inconvenience which it has been 
found to involve in practice threatens to render section 5 a dead 
letter. If all the trustees of the whole property desire to retire 
absolutely, the section can be put into operation without difficulty, 
but in no other event. Suppose, as is generally the case, one o 
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the trustees desires to retire from the whole trust: the parties 
want to have two separate sets of trustees appointed; the donee 
of the power must appoint the new separate trustees to act, as 
regards each distinct property, with the old continuing trustee of 
the whole property ; unless indeed the donee adopts the cumbrous 
device of appointing temporary trustees of the whole property, to the 
intent that they shall subsequently retire and the former old continu- 
ing trustee and a new trustee shall be thereupon appointed trustees 


of one part of the property, and the new seperate trustees trustees of | to 


the other part. Mr. Justice Kay adopted the way out of the diffi- 
culty suggested by Re Paine’s Trusts (33 W. R. 564, 28 Ch. D. 
725), and, as the application for appointment was made under the 
Trustee Acts, and before the Conveyancing Act the court was 
accustomed to allow trustees to retire from a part of the trusts and 
to appoint separate new trustees of that part, he made the appoint- 
ment under the Trustee Acts. We suppose that until Savile v. 
Couper is overruled, the safest course, in most cases where it is 
desired to appoint separate trustees, will be to present a petition 
under the Trustee Acts. 





THE vectston in Cooke v. The New River Co., which was given 
by the Court of Appeal last Monday, is not very satisfactory to 
anyone except the water companies, and it is not improved by the 
temarks made by Bowen, LJ., with reference to oditer dicta. 
These, said the learned judge, are like chickens, and are often 
destined to come home to roost. He declined, therefore, to decide 
anything more than was actually necessary for the case before 
him. But surely he underrates the value which attaches to an 
obiter dictum when proceeding from a competent authority, and, 
moreover, these are not uttered so frequently that any judge need 
be apprehensive of their effect. We regret the remark, indeed, be- 
cause it can only serve to intensify the narrow views which our 
courts too often take of their judicial work. If it is dangerous to 
enunciate general rules which are not required by the facts of the 
particular case, and which have not received the consideration they 
require, yet it is going to the opposite extreme to refuse to stir be- 
yond the limits of the facts, or to decline to consider a harder 
point when an easier one will do. It is true that in any particular 
case the court is only immediately concerned with deciding between 
the parties, but, from a public point of view, it is often very 
lamentable that, when all the expense of litigation has been incurred 
and everything has been put in train for the decision of some im- 
portant but doubtful point, the whole affair at the end goes off 
upon some side issue. There have been all the arguments of counsel ; 
the judges have had their attention called to the matter, and are 
in @ position to deal with it; certainty will be introduced into the 
law, and expensive litigation in inferior courts as well as future ap- 
peals avoided, when suddenly it is discovered that the case does 
not really require the decision, and all this preparation that might 
have been so useful is lost. Our system of making law at the 
expense of suitors is certainly not so perfect as to be incapable of 
amendment, and both the Courts of Appeal and the House of 
Lords might well reform in this respect, and recognize clearly, as 
all the world besides does, that their business is often to make law, 
and that when a chance of doing this effectively arises, it should 
not be thrown away. Especially does this apply to the House of 
Lords, an appeal to which is, in any case, so expensive, and one 
instance will suffice. We noticed recently (ante, p. 180) the 
question of the liability of a director who, as promoter, has made 
a profit on a sale to the company. It had been held that the 
remedy was rescission of the contract, and if this had become im- 
possible, there was no further remedy at all: Re Oape Breton Co. 
(33 W. R. 788, 29 Ch. D. 795). There had been, however, some 
difference of opinion in the Court of Appeal, and the matter went 
to the House of Lords: Cavendish Bentinck v. Fenn (12 App. 
Cas. 652). Everthing then was ripe for a decision. It was not a 
case peculiar in its facts, but might well have been the foundation 
of a general rule. It was, however, only too easy to avoid the 
question. On the evidence before the House, it was not clear that 
there had been any profit at all, and the whole litigation thus fell 
through. Many similar instances might be cited, and whatever 
the reason may be—whether lack of courage, or shrinking from 
labour, or the bad tradition of the courts—there is no doubt that in 
this way great expense is thrown upon future suitors, and that 
without in any way relieving the present ones. 








THE PETTY BAG OFFICE. 


Tue death of Mr. Murray, Clerk of the Petty Bag, will 
probably create some commotion at the Incorporated Law Society, 
as we believe it formed part of the scheme for the extension of the 
society sketched out by Sir Henry Watson Parker in the paper 
read by him at the generul meeting held in June last, that the 
society should, if possible, obtain the custody of the roll of solici- 


rs. 
Under the Great Seal Officers Act (37 & 38 Vict. c. 61), the 
Treasury, with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor and the 
Master of the Rolls, was empowered to abolish the Petty Bag 
Office, and on such abolition the duties of that office with regard 
to solicitors were to be intrusted to ‘‘ such officer of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature as may from time to time be directed by Rules 
of Court under the” Judicature Act. 

Under the Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879, the office of Clerk of 
the Petty Bag was declared abolished on the next vacancy. And 
by the Judicature Act, 1881, section 24, the Master of the Rolls 
(with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief 
Justice) is empowered, on the abolition of the Petty Bag Office, to 
make provision for the care and custody of the roll of solicitors. 

It appears, therefore, that the course now to be adopted is for 
the Master of the Rolls, with the concurrence of the Lord Chan- 
cellor and the Lord Chief Justice, to make provision for the care 


and custody of the roll ; and, in our opinion, the Incorporated Law. 


Society ought to be appointed to perform the duties of that office, 
seeing that they are now intrusted with all the other duties 
respecting solicitors, and have also practically performed those 
appertaining to the Petty Bag Office. With the exception of some 
antiquated writs which are very seldom issued, the duties of the 
Petty Bag Office relate chiefly to solicitors. Those duties can be 
performed better by the Incorporated Law Society than by any 
official who might be specially appointed for the purpose, and with 
much more convenience to the public, as it would concentrate in 
one office all the duties affecting solicitors, and the public would 
then know where to go, instead of having, as now, to be referred 
from one office to another. 

As a matter of fact, it appears that all orders (except those 
which come specially before the Master of the Rolls) are 
made with the consent of the secretary of the Incorporated Law 
Society acting on behalf of that body, and he has therefore 
to see in each case that he is justified in giving such consent. For 
this purpose he has to go carefully through the papers in each case 
and see that the affidavits and other evidence are sufficient. In 
very many cases, such as applications for leave to be examined 
notwithstanding that the requisite notice has not been given, the 
applications are purely formal, and in fact unnecessary, as it ought 
to be left in the discretion of the examiners to admit a candidate 
to the examination on good cause being shewn to them, without 
putting him to the trouble and expense of obtaining a judge’s order 
for that purpose. 

Another reason why the society should be intrusted with 
the care of the roll is, that it would prevent the unnecessary 
duplication of work in other ways. As we have previously 
pointed out, two rolls of solicitors are kept under statutory powers, 
one at the Petty Bag Office and another at the Law Institution. 
There is no necessity for keeping more than one roll. Under 
another statutory authority, two rolls of articled clerks are required 
to be kept, but notwithstanding this, it appears that no roll of 
articles of clerkship has been kept at the Petty Bag Office. It 
seems, however, that the provision requiring the Incorporated Law 
Society to keep a roll of articles of clerkship has been duly com- 
plied with. We hope that the society will not let this opportunity 
pass without using every effort to get into their hands the powers 
relating to solicitors now exercised by the Petty Bag Office. 








The Railway and Canal Traffic Bill was reintroduced by Lord Stanley 
of Preston on Tuesday last. 


In a list of special prizes at the examinations of the Incorporated Law 
Society, which we published ante, p. 208, and which was taken verbatim 
from a print furnished by the Society, reference was made to “a gold 
medal, founded y the late Mr. John Atkinson, of Liverpool.” We are 
happy to learn that the donor of the medal is still living, and hale and 
well, although in his eighty-fourth year. 
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HEREIN OF BULLS. 


Aw eminent official personage in fiction once gave vent to his feel- 
ings by the unseemly observation, ‘‘ The law is a hass.” We fear 
that even a lawyer must occasionally, with regard to certain legal 
doctrines, entertain some slight shade of suspicion that the senti- 
ment thus crudely expressed is not entirely destitute of founda- 
tion. We must confess that a not altogether dissimilar idea 
occurred to ourselves on reading of a decision lately given by two 
learned judges in the matter of a bull. Here let us hasten to say 
that nothing is further from our minds than any confusion of the 
abstract with the concrete, or of the doctrine expounded with its 
expositors. We are perfectly well aware that the doctrine of 
law is as was stated by the learned judges, and that they had no 
choice but to administer the law as it had been well settled by the 
wisdom of our forefathers. But we cannot help thinking that the 
doctrine of law on the subject of bulls hardly coincides with the 
experience of mankind on the subject, and is such as to give con- 
siderable colour to the remark of the immortal beadle. 

In the case to which we are referring, the facts appear to have 
been, in substance, as follows:—Land by a riverside had been 
leased to the defendant with a reservation of the right of fishing, 
and fishing tickets were sold by the owner of the right of fishing 
to certain licensees. The plaintiff, who was one of the fishing- 
ticket holders, was knocked down by a bull which had been turned 
out by the defendant, the lessee, on the land adjoining the river. 
The plaintiff having brought an action to recover damages for the 
injuries sustained by him at the horns of the bull, it was held that 
the action was not maintainable, on the ground that there was no 
evidence of any knowledge on the part of the defendant that his 
bull was vicious or accustomed to attack mankind. 

The doctrine of the law on this subject is, no doubt, based on 
the notion that primd facie a bull is not a dangerous animal ; which 
must mean, we should suppose, that it is so exceptional a thing 
for a bull to molest mankind that, in the absence of any know- 
ledge of viciousness of the particular bull, no precaution is neces- 
sary on the part of its owner. It is curious to observe, by the 
way, how inevitably questions of law and fact get mixed up in 
the practical application of law to the daily life of mankind. 
This doctrine involves a finding of fact the correctness of which— 
although we desire to speak with diffidence, as not being, perhaps, 
entitled to consider ourselves experts with regard to the habits and 
natural characteristics of bulls—we venture to question. The 
question is very much one of degree. We do not at all deny that 
many bulls are doubtless very fairly peaceable animals at all times, 
and many are peaceable except when circumstances conspire to 
ruffle their otherwise amiable dispositions. Some bulls, however, 
are certainly ferocious beasts by disposition at all times, and we 
believe it is not an exaggeration to say that most are of more or 
less uncertain temper. Now, a bull, being a very powerful animal, 
and armed by nature with effective weapons, when in a bad 
temper must be dangerous. In considering this question it is 
necessary to keep in mind the subject-matter in relation to which 
the nature of the animal is being considered. Of course, a bull 
is not as dangerous an animal as a tiger or a rhinoceros; but the 
question really is, in common sense, whether it is so far a 
dangerous animal as to impose on its owner the duty of taking 
recsonable precautions against its injuring people, even although 
he may not know of the particular bull’s ever having injured or 
attempted to injure anyone. Apparently, as the law stands at 
present, a bull is on the same footing in this respect as a dog, and, 
in the absence of proof of the scienter, no duty whatever is imposed 
on the owner of a bull by way of taking precautions against its 
injuring people—that is to say, a person who buys a bull to-day 
may, without any experience of his disposition whatever, turn him 
out to-morrow in a field through which a frequented public foot- 
path runs, and, if he gores or tosses half-a-dozen people, no one is 
responsible. The same doctrine with regard to dogs has often been 
complained of ; but it strikes us as much more reasonable in that 
case, because we think that common experience shews that dogs 
are, a8 a rule, not dangerous to mankind, and that dogs which bite 
mankind are the exception. We would appeal confidently (after 
the manner of Mr. Kimber) to the suffrages of any company 
assembled, on the question whether, as a rule, and speaking 
generally, bulls are not more dangerous animals than dogs. 
Literature is full of instances in which the tendency of bulls 





to molest mankind is illustrated, mostly from the comic point 
of view, for, fortunately, owing to the nature of our country, 
the person molested is generally able to escape in time by putting 
a wall or fence between himself and the infuriated animal. 

There is one point to which we would call attention in this 
relation. By some the matter is treated as if the absence of an 
necessity for proof of the scienter in the case of a dog ora bull 
would involve the consequence that every owner of a bull or a dog 
would always be liable for any injury the animal might inflict on 
another person. This does not follow. We do not at all contend 
for the proposition that a bull is an animal which is so dangerous 
that a man must keep him at his own risk, insuring the public 
against injury from him. It would always be a question for the 
jury whether there was any negligence, and the absence of scienter 
would be an element in the case. The whole circumstances under 
which the injury arose would have to be looked at. Even 
although the animal were an obviously ferocious one, if the place 
and manner in which it was kept were reasonable, it does not 
follow that the owner would be liable. A mere licensee allowed 
to go on land under certain circumstances might, perhaps, be taken 
to run the risk of bulls or dogs, however ferocious. His case 
wonld be different from that of a passenger on a footpath. Again, 
in the case of dogs, a person who owns a dog of reasonable size 
and ordinary character might stand in a different position from the 
owners of some of those enormous mastiffs or boarhounds, the mere 
impact of which in a playful moment is sufficient to prostrate a 
person of small stature, but which certain fashionable snobs, in 
total disregard of the comfort and convenience of others, seem to 
think appropriate companions for the crowded promenade or 
thoroughfare. 

But, to return to our bulls—we cannot think that the doctrine 
which entirely frees the owner of a bull from responsibility for 
injuries the animal may do to a person, in the absence of proof of 
the scienter, is rational. Practically, the operation of it is no 
doubt restricted, because persons who own bulls on are 
cautious with regard to them, and those who do not own bulls are 
still more cautious with regard to them ; and so not much mischief 
arises. The curious state of the law may be shewn thus :—If my 
neighbour’s bull breaks loose and, getting through my garden fence, 
destroys a cucumber-frame, I can no doubt recover the value of the 
cucumber-frame. If my neighbour’s bull, instead of making use of 
his newly-acquired freedom to get into my garden and smash my 
cucumber-frame, devotes his attention to smashing me while pass- 
ing along the highway, apparently I have no remedy in the absence 
of proof of the scienter. It seems doubtful whether this is good 
sense. At least, a man would hardly think so when a bull was 
after him and no gate handy. 








REVIEWS. 


INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


OUTLINES OF INTERNATIONAL LAW, WITH AN ACCOUNT OF ITS 
ORIGIN AND SOURCES AND OF ITS HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT. 
By GrorcE B. Davies, Assistant Professor of Law at the United 
States Military Academy. Sampson Low, Marston, & Co. 


This work forms an excellent introduction to the subject with 
which it deals. It is not free, indeed, from some curious blunders, 
but these do not materially interfere with the merits of the book, 
while the style is clear and interesting, and the reader’s attention is 
kept up by well chosen examples. It is, perhaps, no drawback that 
the author acknowledges the authorities on whom he relies by fre- 
quent quotations from their works. In a book which aims at 
elementary, and does not lay claim to originality, this o, pao an 
advantage, providing the general style is not interfered with. In 
addition to these quotations, Prof. Davies gives at the end of each 
chapter a list of works to which reference may be made, and which 
should be very useful to the student. Undoubtedly the best part of 
the book lies in the later chapters, where the subjects of war, 
neutrality, contraband of war, and the right of search are very ne 
treated. As might be expected, a lerge number of cases are cit 
from the American Civil War, and the different views which have 
been taken by the United States and English Governments Pig 207 
tively are clearly pointed out. In particular, much stress is laid 
upon the attempts which have been made by the former to exem: 

private pro from capture at sea in time of war, and so to apply 
to maritime warfare the same rule which advancing civilization 
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im on warfare by land. The case of The Alabama and the Geneva 
Arbitration forms a conspicuous feature in the book, and modern 
cases with regard to contraband are fully stated. As we have 
already remarked, the book is an interesting elementary exposition 
of international law. At the end of the work are several appendices 
containing the instructions drawn up by Prof. Lieber for the Federal 
armies, the terms of the Geneva Convention, and of the Declarations 
of Paris and of St. Petersburg, and also the suggested laws of war on 
cae drawn up by the Institute of International Law at Oxford in 





BILLS OF COSTS. 


GUIDE TO THE PREPARATION OF BILLS oF CosTs; WITH PRACTICAL 
DIRECTIONS FOR TAXING CoSTS AND PRECEDENTS OF BILLS OF 
Costs IN ALL THE DIvIsIONS OF THE HicH CouRT OF JUSTICE. 
By THos. W. PripmorEe. E1iegnutH EpitTion. By Cunas. W. 
Scott, one of the Principal Clerks in the Chancery Taxing Office, 
Royal Courts of Justice. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


The deati of Mr. Pridmore has thrown the preparation of the 
present edition on Mr. Scott, his coadjutor in the last edition. The 
number of precedents has been materially increased, and new classes of 

recedents, such as Probate Division(contentious business) and Mayor’s 
urt costs, have been added, and the index has been re-arranged and 
added to. An inspection of several of the precedents leads us to 
think that the work will retain its position; but we would suggest 
that an epitome of decisions on the different heads would greatly add 
to its utility to the practitioner. We are, however, aware of the 
wide field that this would cover, and we do not wonder that the 
editor rather shrinks from thus extending the scope of the work. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE PROPOSED FUSION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I venture to suggest a few considerations as to the fusion of 
barristers and solicitors in regard to the interest of the latter. 

The question cannot be looked at from the point of view of litiga- 
tion alone, for many solicitors derive their income but slightly from 
practice in the courts. 

More work for the solicitor, of course, means more pay. Would 
fusion give him more work? It would open only two doors now 
closed to him—(1) eligibility to certain offices; (2) the right of 
advocacy in the superior courts. 

Considering what a shock to ingrained ideas fusion would cause, 
one may, without imagining anything but a natural bias on the part 
of patrons, fairly doubt whether, during the present generation at 

east, the theoretical eligibility of the fused solicitor would be of 
@ny practical advantage to him. On the other hand, fusion would 
give to barristers the right of competing for offices now only open 
to solicitors. At most, therefore, the one right would balance the 
other. In the field of litigation, how many solicitors could now 
conscientiously assert that they could conduct a case as well asa 
competent barrister? Some there may be, but are they not few ? 
After fusion every fused solicitor would be placed in the dilemma of 
having to undertake a duty for which he did not feel competent or 
confessing himself incompetent. 

Neither course would be advantageous to him. By the latter he 
would admit that he was incapable of performing the full duties 
of his profession, by the former he would entail upon himself fresh 
Eee and risks at the hands of a disappointed client. 

he natural effect of an increased supply of advocates would be to 
reduce fees all round, The fused solicitor, as a comparatively inex- 
perienced man, could not expect to compete with the original barrister 
except by payment at a lower rate. Would such fees be a compen- 
sation for the increased wear and tear and difficulties of his new 
position ? 

If there is any truth in my premisses, it does not appear that fusion 
would do the general body of solicitors any direct good. 

— it do them positive harm? I cannot but think that it 
would. 

In conveyancing, advising, and general business the whole bar 
would be let in as competitors. Laymen desirous of legal advice of 
a superior order would, in a post-fusion age, give up the practice of 
filtering the facts through a solicitor’s office. 

The junior bar would especially be dangerous competitors. 
Amongst them are men thoroughly competent in ability and learn- 
ing, and whose only want is employment. They would surely be 
patronized by their family connections in conveyancing and matters 
involving legal advice. The necessary effect of the introduction 
into our ranks of a body of able competitors can only tend to injure 

us, at least in the humble opinion of 


[It may be desirable to add that our correspondent is a solicitor ; 
personally unknown to the conductors of this journal, but with a 
reputation for ability which adds weight to his views. We regret 
that another letter on the same side of the question reaches us too 
late for publication this week.—Eb. S, J.] 





BILLS OF SALE. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—We have read your remarks on Kelly v. Kellond in to-day’s 
issue. Is that case to be taken as overruling Furber v. Cobb (35 
W. R. 398), where there was a covenant to “replace,” preceded we 
presume (though the report is silent as to this) by an assignment of 
the goods which should be brought on to the premises for the pur- 
pose of ‘‘ replacing’; if so, and if a bill of sale so drawn is to be 
absolutely void under section 9, a covenant to ‘‘ replace” will by it- 
self be of no use, and the decision in Furber v. Cobb valueless, because 
the articles ‘‘ replaced’ under covenant, not having been assigned, as 
in Kelly v. Kellond, or scheduled, would not form part of the security? 

Feb. 11. T. & C. 

[The report of Furber v. Cobb in the WEEKLY REPORTER is, we believe, 
correct—see the report in the Law Reports \(18 Q. B. D. 494); from 
which it ap at the bill of sale only assigned ‘‘the chattels 
specifically - soe Re in the schedule thereto”; the covenant being 
to “‘ forthwith replace, repair, and make good the same,” and the 
power to seize ting only to ‘‘the said chattels and things men- 
tioned in the schedule” (see pp. 496, 7).--Eb. S. J.] 


THF INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S MEETING. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—My attention has been called to yeas report of the general 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society held on the 27th ult. 

You state that there was a moderate attendance of members, and 
this is, indeed, true, the total number being fifty-nine, including 
council and clubmen, and the motion with regard to the Metro- 
politan Police was negatived, not by an enormous majority as Mr. 
H. Rose predicted, but simply by a majority of about ten. 

Considering the thousands of solicitors there are in London, it does 
not appear to me to be at all creditable to the Incorporated Law 
Society that they can only command an attendance of fifty-nine at a 
general meeting. One reason for this no doubt is, that the council will 
insist upon having the meetings of the society in the middle of the day, 
by which means they preclude a large number of the members 
from attending. 

At the next meeting I intend to move a resolution that the future 
meetings of the society shall be held after 6 o’clock in the evening, 
so that the business of the society may not be done in the hole and 
corner manner which is now the fashion. 

I may add that I did not, as the seconder of Mr. Ford's motion, 
insist upon its going to the vote. HENRY KEEBLE. 

6, Moorgate-street, E.C , Feb. 15. 





We are requested by Mr. B. G. Lake to insert the following letter, 
which he has addressed to Mr. Charles Ford. 

“10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 

‘¢ 13th February, 1888. 

‘Dear Sir,—I regret to find that, in specially referring to Man- 
chester as one of the provincal law associations which was satisfied 
with the present position of legal education, I was unintentionally 
doing that association an injustice, my information not being close 
up to date. 
‘The circular recently issued by the council (not by any means the 
first) on the subject of the education of articled clerks, is dated the 
12th of October, 1887. By some oversight or miscarriage, the circular 
intended for the Manchester Law Association did not reach its 
destination, and a second one was sent later on. The reply was not 
received until the 19th of January—eight days before the general 
meeting of the society—and makes several suggestions which the 
council will take into consideration. 
‘‘The general effect of my observations is not affected by the mis- 
statement, for when the subject was considered by the council on the 
6th of January, it appeared that of fifty law associations to which 
circulars were addressed, twenty-seven (including, of course, Man- 
chester) had sent no replies at ail, fourteen thought any scheme, even 
if desirable, impracticable, and nine only were in favour of the 
suggestions made. 
‘I beg to express my regret for having, under these circumstances, 
corrected what was an accurate statement of fact on your part, an 
to remain—Yours faithfully, (Signed) Bens. G. Lakg, 





Ne SuTor ULTRA CREPIDAM, | 


** Charles Ford, Esq.” 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


TUNNICLIFFE AND OTHERS, Appellants; THE OVERSEERS OF 
BIRKDALE, Respondents—No. 1, 11th February. 


Poor Rats—Ogzrtiriep Rerormatory ScHoor—RAatTEeaBiLiry—REFORMA- 
tory Scuoors Act, 1866 (29 & 30 Vicr. c. 117). 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division upon a case 
stated at quarter sessions. The ae were the managing committee 
of the Birkdale Reformatory School for youthful offenders of the Roman 
Catholic religion. The school was certified under the Reformatory Schools 
Act, 1866... Boys were sent to it and detained there by order of justices 
under section 14 of that Act, and such order formed part of the sentence 
of the court. No boys were received there except those sent by such 
orders, but the managers might refuse to receive any such boy into the 
school. The a by agreement, contributed towards the expense of 
keeping boys sent there by the county justices. The premises consisted of 
school buildings, where the boys were trained in various trades, and a 
farm, where the boys were — agriculture. <A profit was derived from 
both these sources. The appellants having been assessed to the relief of 
the poor in respect of the school and farm, the quarter sessions confirmed 
the rate, subject to a case. The Queen’s Bench Division affirmed the 
order of sessions (35 W. R. 731, 19 Q. B. D. 289). 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that in Jones 
v. The Mersey Docks (13 W. R. 1069, 11 H. L. ©. 443) the House of Lords 
laid down that in the case of land capable of beneficial occupation the only 
exemption from rateability was where the land was occupied by the Crown 
or by servants of the Crown for the ge of the Crown. Certain public 
buildings had been held to come within the rule which, though not, 
strictly speaking, occupied by servants of the Crown, were held to be in 
consimili casu. If a long line of decisions had held any particular building 
to be within the rule, the courts would follow those decisions. Short of 
that, however, the court would consider each case to see if it came within 
the rule. This school was not occupied by servants of the Crown. It was 
a charitable institution. The persons who occupied and managed it could 
not be dismissed by the Crown ; they were not appointed by the Crown 
and were not = by the Crown. They were not, therefore, servants of 
the Crown. e case did not, therefore, come within the exemption. 
The case of Sheppard v. Bradford (12 W. R. 867,16 C. B. N. 8S. 369), 
holding a reformatory school not rateable, was wrongly decided. Fry 
and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Sir C. Russell, Q.0., and Segar ; 
Aspland, Q C., and Melsheimer. Soxtcrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, $ Co., for 
Fete. oe J Southport; Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for Parr, Sadler, § Dickinson, 

rmskirk. 


STEVENS v. BISHOP—No. 1, 15th February. 
Income Tax—Titrue Rent-cuarce—Depvcrions. 


Appeal from a divisional court (A. L. Smith and Grantham, JJ.). The 
Rev. ‘i A. Stevens, vicar of Portslade, Sussex, was assessed under Schedule 
A. of the Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 35), for the year ending 
April 5, 1886, in the sum of £142 4s. 11d., being the amount which he 

mitted to be receivable by him in ‘oo of the vicarial commutation 
tithe rent-charge for the ee of St. Nicholas, Portslade, for that year. 
From this amount he claimed to deduct the sum of £12 18s., being the 
cost necessarily incurred by him in the collection of such tithe rent-charge. 
The deduction was disallowed by the commissioners, but was allowed , 
the Divisional Court. The case is reported 19 Q. B. D. 442. The Inland 
Revenue appealed, and 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R , and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) having taken 
time to consider, dismissed the appeal, and affirmed the decision of the 
court below. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that Mr. Stevens was assessed under 
section 32 of the Income Tax Act, 1853. By section 5 of that Act it was 

rovided that the duties granted by the Act should be assessed, raiced, 
evied, and collected under the regulations and provisions of 5 & 6 Vict. 
c. 35. The effect of that section was, therefore, to read into the later 
Act the regulations and provisions of the former Act, and those - 
lations were made to apply whether the words were exactly applic- 
able or not, since it was expressly declared that they did iopPly. 
The mode of assessment under 5 & 6 Vict. c. 35 was _prescri by 
schedule A., of which rule 1 was the only applicable rule. According 
to that rule, the annual value of the hereditament to be assessed in such a 
case as this was the rack rent at which it was worth to be let by the year. 
The cost of an optional collection of tithe rent-charge would not, of 
course, be taken into consideration in estimating the annual value of the 
charge, that was to say in fixing the rack rent. But where, asin this case, 
it was found that the amount expended in collection was not only 
necessarily and properly expended, but was absolutely essential to the 
collection of the tithe, such an expenditure would be taken into considera- 
tion in fixing the rack rent. Therefore, in this case the cost of collection 
was rightly deducted. The appeal must be dismissed. Fry and Lorzs, 
L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counszt, Sir R. E£. 
Webster, A.G., Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., and 4. V. Dicey; Meadows White, 
Q.C., and Tyrrell Paine. Sortcrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue; White, 
Borrett, § Co. 


COOKE v. THE NEW RIVER CO.—No. 2, 13th February. 


Water Company—Svurrrty or Water To Consumer—RIGHT TO DEMAND 
ee, ed Mezrer—"‘ Dweiiine-Hovsz *—New River Co.’s Act, 1852, 
ss. 35, 


This was an appeal by the defendants from a decision of Kekewich, J., \ supply for such non-dom: 


a question being raised as to the right of the owners of premises used for 
business purposes to have water supplied to them by meter, and paid for 
according to the quantity actually consumed, instead of 

be made upon the rateable value of the house. The —_ were carpet 

warehousemen carrying on their business in the City of London, in a 

warehouse consisting of six stories, all of which were used for storing 

carpets; access from one floor to avother being obtained by means of an 

internal staircase and a bydraulic lift, and is were raised by cranes, 

and admitted through doors in each story. No one slept or took meals 

in the house, but water was used for water-closets and lavatories, and for 

washing the house, and also for the hydraulic lift. The question was 

whether the warehouse was a ‘‘ dwelling-house’’ within the meaning of 

the New River Co.’s Act, 1852, so as to entitle the company to 

charge for the water supplied on the rateable value of the premises, under 
section 35, as if the same were supplied for domestic p ; or 

whether, as the plaintiffs contended, the warehouse being used for purely 

business purposes, the plaintiffs were entitled to be supplied by meter 

under section 41, so as to be chargeable, not upon £1,583, the rateable 

value of the premises, but upon the quantity actually su . Bection 

35 provides that ‘‘The company shall, at the request of the owner or 
page oes of any house or part of a house in mf street within their limits 
in which any pipe of the company shall be ,orof any person... 

entitled to demand a supply of water for domestic purposes, furnish to 
such owner or occupier or other — a sufficient supply of water for 
domestic purposes at the rates h specified—that istosay . . . 
when such annual value shall exceed £200, at a rate per centum per 
annum on such value not ex £3 per annum. If there be a water- 
closet or water-closets, or fixed bath or baths, or any high service in such 
dwelling-house or place, then, in addition to the rates above specified, 
the following rates shall be payable—that is tosay, . . . when such 
annual value shall exceed £300, a rate not ex 12s. for each single 
water-closet, fixed batb, or high service, and a further sum of 6s. for 
each additional water-closet, fixed bath, or high service.’’ By section 41, 
“‘The company shall, at the request of any consumer of water for pur- 
poses other than the purposes for or in respect of which the rates or 
charges are hereinbefore vided or limited, or at their own instance, 
afford a supply of water by means of a meter, or other instrument or 
mode for measuring and ascertaining the quantity of water so supplied, 
and may charge for such supply” at rates not exceeding certain specified 
rates per thousand gallons. An agreement for the supply of water to 
the plaintiffs by meter having been terminated by the company, the 
plaintiffs insisted on being supplied by meter. The company refused to 
supply water by meter at the rates mentioned in section 41, and claimed 
the right to cut off the supply of water, if it was not paid for according 
to the rateable value of the plaintiff's premises. The plaintiffs claimed a 
declaration that, as consumers, they were entitled to be supplied by meter 
for the purpose of working their lift and other business purposes at the 
charges provided by section 41; and an injunction to restrain the de- 
fendants from cutting off the water so ee the meter price was paid 
or tendered. The defendants contended that, even if the plaintiffs were 
entitled to be supplied by meter, it was only on such terms as might be 
agreed on between them and the company, relying on section 40 of the 
Act, which provides that “ the m7 may supply any person or body 
within their limits with water, to used wi such limits, for other 
than domestic p , at such rate and upon such terms and conditions 
as shall be agr upon between the com and the person or body 
erquiring such supply.” Kekewich, J., held (36 W. R. 122, 36 Ch, D. 
641) that the plaintiffs’ warehouse was not a ‘‘ dwelling-house’’ within 
the meaning of section 35, and that the company could not insist upon 
—— according to the rateable value of the warehouse for water 
supplied to it for domestic purposes. 

“E Court (Corron, Linpigy, and Bowszy, L.JJ.), reversed the de- 
cision. Corton, L.J., said that the question turned upon the construction 
of section 41. The premises consisted of a building used principally as a 
warehouse, but also partly requiring a supply of water for domestic pur- 
poses. It was contended that the building was not a ‘‘ dwelling-house, 
and, therefore, that the company was bound to supply all the water re- 
quired, for whatever Pp , by meter. In section 41 the words “ shall 
at their own instance” were used, and it was contended on behalf of the 
company that this implied that the supply by meter could never be 
treated as compulsory. But he was d to think that the words 
must be read in a compulsory sense where the water was to be supplied 
at the request of the consumer. The plaintiffs contended that the words 
‘consumer of water”? meant a person who wished to consume it. But 
his lordship could find nothing in the Act to shew that the words were 
not to be taken in their — ion The aaeene of pete, Sone ee 
person who was consuming, either by agreement or otherwise. For wha 
purposes, then, could a supply by meter be claimed? For p other 
in section 35, which provided hg —_— J se oan 
in respect of water supplied for domestic purposes in a dweiling-house, 
and for the furtber purposes specified at the end of that section. It had 
been argued that rates were only fixed for water supplied for domestic 
purposes to a ‘‘dwelling-house,” and that this was not 4 
‘dwelling-house.” But, in his lordship’s opinion, that term 
included every a far adapted to use as a dwelling-house 
as to require water fur estic purposes. It might be that only a part 
of the house required asupply for domestic purposes, and that the value 
of that part alone wo be the basis of the rate. A consumer of 
water—i.e. - person actually consuming water, or having a right to re- 
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uire it to upplied to him—might require a supply of water for other 
Saapente--ta thier case for the hydraulic tift—in cnmnaaneean ES. ,a 
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~ ner provided by section 41. Again, the company might at their own in- 
stance, without being tly, consumer, supply a portion or the 
whole of the water by meter. Without deciding whether the plaintiffs’ 
remises were a ‘‘ dwelling-house’’ or not within section 35, the plaintiffs 
, in his _, no right to require a supply of water for all purposes 
by meter. Linpuey, L.J., said that the key to section 41 was contained 
in the words ‘‘ for purposes other than the purposes for or in respect of 
which the rates or charges are hereinbefore provided or limited.”” The 
plaintiffs required water for the purposes specified in section 35, and they 
could not, without straining the language of the Act, bring the case under 
section 41. Bowen, L.J., said that, in order to obtain a supply by meter 
under section 41 for other than domestic purposes, the person must be a 
consumer of water for domestic purposes in a dwelling-house under sec- 
tion 35. In other words, the company were not bound to supply water 
for general trade purposes under section 41, except to their consumers for 
domestic purposes, who were the only persons entitled to claim a supply 
by meter for purposes outside domestic use. A person who was not a 
consumer of water under section 35 had no right to demand a supply of 
water at all by meter. His lordship added that he was unwilling to de- 
cide anything more than was actually necessary for the purposes of the 
case, for obiter dicta, like chickens, were often destined to come home to 
roost.—Counset, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Warmington, Q.C., and Vaughan 
Hawkins ; Sir H. Davey, Q.0., Finlay, Q.C., and R. C. Dobbs, Soxicrrors, 
Thompson & Debenhams ; Hollingsworth, Tyerman, § Andrewes. 


Re THE MERSEY RAILWAY CO.—No. 2, 9th February. 


Rauway Company—Jupcment Crepiror—APrroinTMENT OF RECEIVER AND 
Manacer or UNDERTAKING—PxrionITY—Rartway Companies Act, 1867 


30 & 31 Vicr. c. 127) 8. 4 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (ante, p. 166), raising a 
question upon the construction of section 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 
1867—viz., whether, after an order has been made, upon the petition of a 
judgment creditor under that section, appointing a receiver and manager 
of the company’s undertaking, a subsequent judgmentcreditor isalsoentitled 
to obtain the appointment of a receiver and manager, though without 
prejudice to the former order. On December 14, 1887, Messrs. Waddell 
recovered judgment against the company for £5,033, and on December 20 
an order was made, on their petition, under section 4 of the Act, appoint- 
ing two persons receivers and managers of the undertaking. On December 
24, 1887, the Corporation of Birkenhead recovered judgment against the 
company for £5,099, and they then petitioned for the appointment of a 
receiver and manager. Section 4 provides that ‘‘The engines, tenders, 
carriages, trucks, machinery, tools, fittings, materials, and effects con- 
stituting the rolling stock and plant used or provided by a company for 
the purposes of the traffic on their railway, or of their stations and work- 
shops, shall not, after their railway or any part thereof is open for public 
traffic, be liable to be taken in execution at law or in equity at any time 
after the passing of this Act, when the judgment on which execution 
issues is recovered in an action on a contract entered into after the pass- 
ing of this Act, or in an action not on a contract commenced after the 
passing of this Act; but the person who has recovered such judgment 
may obtain the appointment of a receiver, and, if necessary, of a manager 
of the undertaking of the company, on application by petition in a sum- 
mary way to the Court of Chancery; and all money received by such re- 
ceiver or manuger shall, after due provision for the working expenses of 
the railway and other proper outgoings in respect of the undertaking, be 
—_ and distributed under the direction of the courtin payment of the 
debts of the company and otherwise, according to the rights and prior- 
ties of the persons for the time being interested therein; and on payment 
of the amount due to every such judgment creditor as aforesaid, the court 
may, if it think fit, discharge such receiver or such receiver and 
oe i Kekewich, J., held that the appointment of a receiver was 
intended as a substitute for the former remedy by execution, and that, as 
any judgment creditor could formerly have levied execution, so he was 
now entitled to the appointment of a receiver. His lordship accordingly 
made an order, without prejudice to the former order, appointing the 
same persons receivers and managers, but directed that they should do 
nothing under the order without the leave of the court. 

_Tuxr Count (Corron, Linpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ) discharged the order of 
Kekewich, J. Corron, L.J., said that section 4 prevented a creditor who 
had recovered judgment against a railway company from taking in execu- 
tion the rolling stock and other effects which were required for carrying 
on the traffic of the company, and, instead of the common law remedy of 
levying execution, enabled the creditor who had recovered judgment to 
obtain the appointment of a receiver, and, if necessary, of a manager. All 
that was received by the receiver or manager was, after providing for the 
working expenses, to be applied and distributed under the direction of the 
court in payment of the debts of the company, according to their priorities. 
The effect of this, in his lordship’s opinion, was to prevent any such credi- 
tor from obtaining any priority as against the rolling stock of the company, 
and no priority was given by the order appointing a receiver and manager. 
The first order could not be discharged except on payment of the amount 
due to every judgment creditor. What benefit, then, could possibly be 
obtained by the appointment of a second receiver and manager? When a 
receiver aad msnager had once been appointed, no second order of the same 
kind ought to be made. Linprey, L.J., concurred. It was obvious that 
the object of the subsequent judgment creditor was, by means of an order 
for the appointment of a receiver and manager, to obtain priority over the 
other creditors of the company, but this was opposed to the whole object 
and scope of section 4, which was to prevent any creditor from getting any 
charge upon the rolling stock of the company, so as to obtain priority over 
the other creditors, He could find nothing in the section to enable a sub- } 








sequent judgment creditor to obtain a receiver and’manager, when an order 
for that purpose had been already made upon another petition. Bowzn, 
L.J., concurred.—Counset, Buckley, Q.C. and Phipson Beale; Graham 
Hastings, Q.0., and E, Ford ; Farwell. Soxicrrors, Bazters§ Co.; F. Venn 
§ Co. ; Deacon, Gibson, § Medcalfe. 


BADELEY v. THE CONSOLIDATED BANK—No, 2, 9th February. 


Partner—Recerrt or SHARE oF Prorits —GARNISHEE OnDER—PRI0ORITY— 
28 & 29 Vict. c. 86 (Bovii’s Act). 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (34 Ch. D. 536, 35 
W.R. 106), the main question being whether the receipt by a person 
of a share of the profits of a business made him a partner in that business, 
8., who had contracted to execute certain works for a railway company, 
entered into an agreement in writing with B.,{that B. should advance him 
money for the purpose of the works, and he assigned to B. all principal 
moneys and interest, shares, bonds, and debentures which he might receive 
from the company under his contract with them. For the money 
advanced by him under the agreement B. was to receive interest at the rate 
of ten per cent., and also one-tenth of the net profits of S.’s contract with 
the company. The defendant bank also made advances to S. upon the 
security of a guarantee given by several of the directors of the company, 
and the company deposited with the bank some Lloyds’ bonds (for which 
some debenture stock was afterwards substituted), to be retained by the 
bank until all the advances made by them under the guarantee had been 
repaid. W., another creditor of 8., served a garnishee order on the Con- 
solidated Bank, having, when he did so, no notice of B.’s incumbrance. 
The action was brought by B. against the bank, the railway company, 
W., and other creditors of S., claiming a declaration that the plaintiff 
was the first incumbrancer on the debenture stock when issued, an 
account of what was due to him, and foreclosure in default of payment. 
The executors of H., one of the directors who had joined in the 
guarantee to the bank, delivered a counter-claim, by which they claimed, 
on behalf of the estate of H., an indemnity from B. against all claims 
under the guarantee, on the ground that B. was in fact a partner with S. in 
the contract withthe company. Stirling, J , held that B. was not entitled to 
priority over the guarantor’s claim for indemnity, without redeeming the 
debenture stock deposited with the bank, and that B. was a partner with 
S. But he held that the garnishee order gave W. no priority over B.’s 
incumbrance upon the property of S., or over the guarantors. 

Tue Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Bown, L.JJ.) held that the agreement 
between S. andB., that B. should receive a share of the profits of the contract 
with the railway company, was not sufficient of itself to make B. a partner 
with S., and that the evidence did not shew that there was a partnership. 
In this respect the decision ot Stirling, J., was wrong. But the court held 
that the garnishee order gave W. a charge only upon the beneficial 
interest of S., so that he obtained by it no priority over previous charges 
created by S., even though he had no notice of them.—CounskgL, Rigby, 
Q.C., Swinfen Eady and Eve ; Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey ; 
Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and Barber, Q.C.; S. Hall; Phipson Beale ; Tanner. 
Souicrrors, Nash, Field, § Withers; Shaw § Tremellen ; Phelps, Sidgwick, § 
Biddle ; Rowcliffes, Rawle, § Co.; W. P. V. Wallis ; Le Brasseur §& Oakley ; 
Trinders § Romer ; Batten, Proffitt, § Scott; Terrell § Co. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Re ARNOLD, RAVENSCROFT v, WORKMAN—Kay, J., 
13th February. 


Wit. — Construction — CHariTasLe Lecacy — MortMain — DIRECTION TO 
MARSHAL ASSETS. 


Testratrix gave all her real and personal estate to trustees, upon trust t® 
convert and pay debts and legacies ; she gave several legacies, and directed 
that they should, in the first instance, be payable out of her real and lease- 
hold estate; she then directed her trustees to divide the residue into three 
equal parts between three charities, and provided ‘‘that the foregoing 
charitable legacies shall be paid exclusively out of such part of my pure 
personal estate as is legally applicable for that purpose.” 

Kay, J., said that there were no legacies to charities, but a gift of the 
residue, so that the provision came to be a direction that the residue should 
consist of pure personalty. That was a plain direction to marshal. The 
legacies must be paij out of the real estate, and the debts and funeral ex- 
penses out of the impure personalty, leaving the pure personalty for the 
residue.—CounseL, Horton Smith, Q.C., and H. Fellows ; Marten, Q.C., and 
C. Williams ; Stock ; Sturges. Souscrrors, Ravenscroft, Hills, ¢ Woodward ; 
Laurence, Baker, § Waldron ; Nicholls, Manisty, § Co. ; Sandiland § Co. 


Re MOSS’S TRUSTS—Kay, J., 4th February. 


New Trusrezs—Separate Set or Trusrezs ror Distincr Trausrs—Tavs 
Tez Act, 1850, s. 32—Conveyanctne Aor, 1882, s. 5. 


In this case the question was raised whether the court can appoint new 
trustees for a part of the trust property, allowing the existing trus- 
tees to retire from that part of the trusts. The testator had appointed 
three persons to be executors and trustees of his will (one of whom had 
renounced and disclaimed), and had bequeathed to them two sums upon 
trust, after the death of a person to whom he gave a life interest therein, 
to appropriate the same as portions for two ladies, in favour of them for 
life, with remainder to their issues, failing whom the sums were to sink 
into his general personal estate. He devised his real estate to uses in 
favour of his sons and their issue, and bequeathed his residuary personal 
estate upon similar trusts; and the will contained a power of appointing 
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new trustees in the place of any trustee desiring to be or re- 


fusing to act. The two ladies above-mentioned were , and the 
trustees of the will were desirous of being relieved from the trusts so far 
as they related to the two sums to which they were entitled for portions, 
on the ground that such trusts were of a complicated character and likely 
to last for many years, but they were willing to continue trustees of the 
real estate and of the residuary personal estate. Accordingly a petition 
was now presented praying that two other persons might & appointed 
trustees of these sums, and that the two existing trustees might be re- 
appointed or might continue trustees of the will for all other purposes, It 
was contended that the decision of North, J., in Savile v. Couper (35 
W. R. 829, 36 Ch. D. 211), that a separate set of trustees could be ap- 
pointed under section 5 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, only when new 
trustees of the whole trust property were being appointed, could be met 
by now appointing a new trustee in the place of the one who had 
disclaimed ; and, further, that the court had, independently of that Act, 
power under section 32 of the Trustee Act, 1850, to appoint separate 
trustees of separate shares of the trust property, and had done so in Re 
Cotterill’s Trusts (W. N., 1869, p. 183) and Re Cunard’s Trusts (27 W. R. 
52). 
Kay, J., said that to appoint a new trustee in the place of the one who 
had disclaimed would be a mere device to evade the effect of the decision 
in Savile v. Couper, by which he was bound, although he might personally 
have been inclined to give a wider interpretation to the section. But he 
thought that in the present case he was not bound by that decision. This 
application was made under the Trustee Acts, and the casés cited shewed 
that before the Conveyancing Act, 1882, the court used to allow trustees 
to retire from a part of the trusts and appoint new trustees of that part 
when expedient to do so, Savile v. Couper decided that, under the powers 
given by section 5 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, or under a power of 
appointing new trustees such as that contained in this will, trustees were 
not at liberty, without the authority of the court, to act in this way. 
But that was very different from an appointment with the authority of 
the court under the Trustee Acts. The order asked for would therefore 
be made.—CovunsgL, Marten, Q.C., Cust, and F. H. L. Errington. Soutici- 
tors, Ingram, Harrison, § Ingram. 


BLAKEY v. LATHAM & 00.—Chitty, J., 9th February. 
Parents, &c., Act, 1883—MusrerRENTATION IN TRADE-MARK. 


This was an action to restrain the defendants from colourably imitating 
boot protectors as sold by the plaintiff, and infringing the plaintiff's 
trade-mark. It appeared that the plaintiff was the owner of divers 
patents for boot protectors, and had described himself on his trade- 
mark as patentee. The defence was that the plaintiff knew that his 
patents were invalid, and had falsely represented them to be valid, and 
that Tie was, therefore, bad within the meaning of the Patents, &c., 
Act, 1883, 

Curry, J., said that if there had been proof of fraudulent misrepresen- 
tation on the plaintiff's part, he would not be entitled to relief from the 
court, Although the defendants had produced evidence which shewed that 
questions as to the validity of the patents might be raised, yet there was 
nothing which shewed they were invalid, and although the plaintiff him- 
self had candidly admitted that he himself had doubts, yet there was 
nothing which rendered it incumbent upon the plaintiff to adjudicate in 
his own mind adversely to his patent rights. The plaintiff was entitled 
to succeed in his action—Covunsrt, Romer, Q.C., Lockwood, Q.C., J. 
Cutler, and Fothergill ; Fillan; Morton Daniel. Souicrrors, Ernest Salaman ; 
Connolly ; Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin. 


Re FIELD, BOWERING v. FIELD—North, J., 8th February. 


Mezrrorouiran Locat Manacement Act, 1855 (17 & 18 Vicr. c. 120), s. 105 
—Frontace Owner—Exrenszs or Pavinc—-TENANT FoR Lire AND ReE- 
MAINDERMAN, 


The question in this case arose, as between the tenant for life and the 
remaindermen of houses, who was liable to pay the expenses of 
paving the street on which the houses abutted. The testator in 
the action appointed his wife and his son executors and trustees of 
his will, And he devised some freehold houses at Wandsworth to 
his wife for her life, and devised the same free from incumbrances 
to his son and another person, equally, in fee. He gave the residue 
of his estate to his trustees, upon trust to pay off a mortgage which 
affected the houses which he Rad devised to his wife for her life, 
and as to the remainder, subject to certain payments, to his wife abso- 
lutely. And he charged the income of his residuary estate with the a 
of £1 8s, weekly to his son, during the life of his wife, to be due and pay- 
able in consideration of his doing all necessary or desirable repairs to the 
buildings forming part of the testator’s estate. The testator died in 
Acq 1886; the widow died on the lst of March, 1887. On the 4th 
of February, 1887, the district board of works had given notice, under 
section 105 of the Act, that £79 was the estimated apportioned 
amount of the expenses of paving the street in which the houses at 
Wandsworth were situate. is summons was issued by the representa- 
tives of the widow, as plaintiffs, against the devisees in remainder, as 
defendants, to determine who was liable to pay the £79. The work was 
not done till after the death of the widow. 

Norrtu, J., held that the expenses were payable by the remaindermen. 
—OCounseL, Swinfen Eady; Grosvenor Woods; Eve; Whiteway; Stuart 
Smith. Soxicrrors, Corsellis ¢ Co.; F. G. Mellowes. 


Re FLEOK, CARLTON v. ROBERTS—North, J., 9th February. 


Gacep Estate—Deciaration or Tzstator’s Inrsntion—Locxe Krne’s 
Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 69). 


The question in this case was whether a testator had by his will declared 
an intention contrary to the rule established by Locke King’s Act, and 
had exonerated certain real estate from the payment of a charge it 
in favour of his bankers. The question d ed on the cons’ of 
section 1 of the amending Act (30 & 31 Vict. c. 69), which provides :—“ A 
general direction that the debts, or that all the debts, of the testator shall 
be paid out of his personal estate shall not be deemed to be a declaration 
of an intention contrary to or other than the rule established by the said 
Act, unless such contrary or other intention shall be further declared by 
words expressly or by necessary implication referring to all or some of the 
testator’s debts or debts charged by way of mortgage on any part of his 
realestate.” The testator wasatrader. He devised certain real estate in 
a manner which it is not necessary to state. He directed his private debts 
to be paid out of a particular fund, and his trade debts to be paid out of 
the residue of his estate. After the date of his will he deposited the title 
deeds of the above-mentioned real estate with his bankers as security for 
a trade debt. 

Nortu, J., held that the testator had expressed a sufficient intention that 
the debt due to the bankers should be paid out of the residue, and should 
not be thrown on the property charged with it.—Counskt, Vernon R. 
Smith ; Cookson Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Archibald Brown; Warrington. 
Soxrcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray ; Pitman § Son; Torr § Co. 


Re BETHELL, BETHELL v. HILDYARD—Stirling, J., 15th !February. 


Huspanp anp Wrre—Vauinrty or MARRIAGE BETWEEN AN ENGLISHMAN 
Domicttep IN AFRICA AND A Native WomAN IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
Native Rirrs. 


In 1878 Mr. Bethell was appointed British Resident with the king of the 
Baralong tribe in South Africa, and went to reside there. In 1883 he 
went through the form of marriage according to native rites with a 
Baralong girl and lived with her as his wife until his death in June, 1887. 
Mr. Bethell was at the time of his death entitled, under his father’s will, to 
real estate in Yorkshire, with limitations in favour of hisissue. In default 
of issue, = plaintiff became bey 9 for life - pon ae of gin 
property. The question was whether the marriage with the ong 

ats pag fend geet to English law so as to confer upon a child 
of that marriage the status of legitimacy. It appeared from the evidence 
that polygamy was permitted among the Baralongs, a man being allowed 
one “ great wife ’ and several concubines. 

Srraiine, J., heldthatthe marriage was one which could not be recognized 
as a marriage by English law. Hyde v. Hyde (1 P. & M. 130) shewed that 
marriage, according to English law, was a ‘‘ union for life of one man and 
woman to the exclusion of all others,’’ and this was not the case with a 
marriage according to Baralong rites. That merely had the effect of 
conferring upon the woman the s‘a‘us of a Baralong wife.—Oovunsg1, 
Hastings, Q.C., and Byrne; Pearson, Q.C., and Williamson ; Borthwick. 
Soiicrroxs, The Official Solicitor ; Oldman § Clabburn. 


CROOME +. CROOME—Stirling, J., 9th February. 
Witt—Oonstrrvuction-—Resvttine Trust—Panroi Evrpencs. 


A testator gave his real estate to his brother Evelyn, ‘‘ on trust, never- 
theless, to pay thereout the sum of £800 due from me to the trustees under 
the marriage settlement of S.,’’ and a certain other sum, and also on trust 
to pay certain life annuities to the testator’s sisters and another brother. 
The question was whether parol evidence could be admitted to shew that 
testator intended his brother Evelyn to take a beneficial interest 

Srrauina, J., held that, the brother being an express trustee, parol evidence 
was not admissible to shew an intention to give him a beneficial interest ; 
and that there was a resulting trust in favour of the heir-at-law.— 
Counset, Hastings, Q.0., and Theobald; Pearson, Q.C., and Irven. 
Soxrcrrors, Ounliffes ¢ Davenport, for George Bliss, Banbury; Badham § 
Wiliams, for Brookes § Badham, Tewkesbury. 


DAVIES ». DAVIES—Kekewich, J., 9th and 10th February. 


Sxerrtzep Estates Acr, 1877, s. 46—Tznant ron YRAR8—PERMIssive 
Waste—"* Wear anp Tear AND Damace spy TEMPEST EXCEPTED.” 


In this case the question arose whether a lease for twenty-vne years, 
granted by a tenant by the curtesy under eection 46 of the Settled Estates 
Act, containing a covenant by the lessee ‘‘ at all times dring the said term 
to keep the said premises in good and substantial repair, and the same in 
good and substantial re eliver up to the lessor at the expiration or 
sooner determination of the said term, fair wear and tear and rer by 
tempest excepted,” was a sufficient compliance with the Act, w re- 
quires that a demise should not be made without impeachment of waste. 
‘Thomas Davies was tenant by the curtesy in right of his deceased wife, 
Mary Davies, of the White Swan Inn at Llanfrynach, and on the 28th of 
October, 1885, ted, in exercise of the power conferred upon him by 
the Settled Estates Act, 1877, a lease of the to the defendant, William 
Davies, and died shortly afterwards. T. Davies, the younger, the plaintiff, 
the heir-at-law of Mary Davies, brought this action, claiming (inter alia) a 
declaration that the lease was not a valid exercise of the leasing power 
conferred by the Settled Estates Act, 1877, on the ground that a tenant 
for years is liable, where there is no oni exemption therefrom, for 
wear and tear and damage by tempest. . Litt. 53a was cited in support 
of this contention. 

Kexewicu, J., said that in granting leases under the Settled Estates 
Act certain conditions had to be observed, one being that such lease 
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Act could not mean that the exact words, impeachment of waste, were 
to go in, but that in effect the lessee was not to be free from impeach- 
ment for waste, or, in other words, that he was not to be free from 
any obligation to which he would have been subject if nothing were 
said in the lease. It had been argued that a tenant for years was not 
liable for permissive waste. The point had been discussed from time 
to time, but to his mind Yellowly v. Gower (11 Ex. 274) stifled all doubt 
on the subject, and the old law was again gone into by Lush, J., with 
reference to a tenant for life in Woodhouse v. Walker (5 Q. B. D. 404), 
but he evidently thought a tenant for years was liable for permissive 
waste. Now in this case the lessee was not to be liable for fair wear 
and tear and damage by tempest. If those words were not in the lease, 
the lessee would have been liable for waste in those two particulars. 
He therefore considered that the lease did not comply with the statute, 
and must be set aside.—Covnset, Warmington, Q.C., and Upjohn ; 
Barber, Q.C., and Ingham. Soxtcrrors, Schultz &¢ Son, for Gwilym § C. 
James, Merthyr Tydfil; Vanderpump ¢ Son, for W. P. Price, Brecon. 


HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
REG. v. DIRECTORS OF THE GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO.— 
10th February. 
Coroner’s InquistrIoON—IRREGULARITY—PowER OF AMENDMENT—CORONERS 
Act, 1887, s. 20. 


In this case an order nisi had been obtained by the directors of the 
Great Western Railway Co. for a writ of certiorari to remove into 
the High Court a certain inquisition taken before Mr. G. P. Grenfell, 
one of the coroners of the county of Cornwall, and to quash the 
same on the ground that it was bad on the face of it. The subject- 
matter of the coroner’s inquest was the death of one Theophilus John 
George, who had been run over and killed while passing over a level 
crossing on the line of the Great Westcrn Railway Co. The inquisition 
stated that the coroner’s jury ‘‘say upon their oaths that the directors of 
the Great Western Railway Co., on the 28th of January, 1888, did 
feloniously kill and slay the said Theophilus John George.’’ The order 
nisi had been obtained on the ground that the inquisition was irregular as 
not stating the names of the persons whom the jury charged with man- 
slaughter ; and it called on the coroner, the public prosecutor, and the next 
of kin of the deceased to shew cause. It was contended, on behalf of the 
parties shewing cause, that the court had power to amend the defect under 
section 20 of the Coroners Act, 1887, which enacts that, ‘‘If, in the 
opinion of the court havieg cognizance of the case, an inquisition finds 
sufficiently the matters required to be found thereby, and, where it charges 
a person with murder or manslaughter, sufficiently designates that person 
and the offence charged, the inquisition shall not be quashed for any de- 
fects, and the court may order the proper officer of the court to amend 
any defect in the inquisition.” This court was the court having cog- 
nizance of the case, and it was the only court that could exercise the 
power of amendment ; for if the inquisition were now quashed it could 
never come before the Uourt of Assize. The power of amendment ought 
to be exercised by substituting the names of the directors. 

Tux Court (Maruew and A. L. Smurrn, JJ.) held that the inquisition 
must be quashed. It was undoubtedly irregular; and the Act of 1887 did 
not affect the ancient jurisdiction of the court to quash irregular inquisi- 
tions.—Covnszi, Sir H. James, Q.O., and R. 8. Wright ; Poland ; Asquith. 
Sorrcrrors, R. R. Nelson ; Bolton § Co., for Dale, Penzance. 


LEMON v. SIMMONS—9th February. 


StanpEr—Imputation or InpicraBpLE OrreNce—LARcENY BY HvsBAND OF 
Wirr’s Prorerry—Marrigp Women’s Prorgrty Act, 1882, s. 12. 


This was a motion on the part of the defendant for a new trial or for 
judgment. The action was for slander, and the trial took place before 

jay, J.. and a common jury. The words complained of were spoken 
under the following circumstances :—The plaintiff's wife, who was pos- 
sessed of £150 of her own money, became lunatic, and was removed from 
the plaintiff's house to the workhouse of Stepney Unlon. At a subsequent 
meeting of the Board of Guardians the defendant, who was a relative of 
the plaintiff's wife, but was not a guardian or even a ratepayer, said : 
‘*Mre. Lemon’s insanity has been brought about by her husband's 
violence. Mr. Lemon had, previous to his wife’s removal, in conjunction 
with his sister, broken open a box belonging to his wife in her room, and 
had robbed her of a sum of about £75. He was most anxious to get 
rid of his wife, in order that he might take the remainder of her 
money.”” The defendant + yy that the occasion on which the words 
were spoken was privileged, and that the words did not impute an in- 
dictable offence. Day, J., held that the occasion was not privileged, 
and he left it to the jury to say whether the words imputed a criminal 
offence. Tho jury found a verdict for the plaintiff for £25. It was 
argued, on behalf of the defendant, that the plaintiff ought to have 
been nonsuited on the ground that the words were not capable of meaning 
that the plaintiff had committed any indictable offence, and that, there- 
fore, the defendant was entitled to judgment; or, at least, the detendant 
was entitled to a new trial on the ground that the learned judge had not 
properly explained to the jury under what circumstances taking a wife’s 
money would amount to an indictable offence. At common law it was 
not possible, under any circumstances, for a husband to be indicted for 
taking his wife’s property; and now it was only possible under the 
circumstances mentioned in rection 12 of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882—i¢., it was necessary that the husband and wife should be 
living apart, and that the property should have been taken by the husband 
while they were living apart, or when he was deserting, or about to desert, his 





wife. Inthe present case the husband and wife were living together, and there 
was no evidence that he was about to desert her. Therefore the words, 
not imputing an indictable offence, were not actionable: Jackson v. 4dams 
(2 Bing. N. ©. 402); Williams v. Stott (1 C. & M. 675). On the part of the 
plaintiff it was argued that the defendant must have meant that the 
plaintiff had done that which, —— to the Married Women’s Prop- 
erty Act, amounted to larceny. In Williams v. Stott the plaintiff cou 
not, under the circumstances, have committed the offence imputed to 
him. Here the plaintiff might possibly have committed the offence. And 
the defendant having said he did, the words were actionable. ; 

Tur Covrt (HuppizstTon, B., and Manisry, J.) said that the question 
was whether the words imputed an indictable offence, A husband could 
only be guilty of an indictable offence against his wife in respect of her 

roperty under the circumstances stated in section 12 of the Married 
Wennls Property Act—that is, ata time when they were living apart, 
or when the husband was leaving, or about to leave, his wife. The words 
complained of here did not suggest that the plaintiff took his wife’s 
money under any such circumstances. If the words had been merely that 
the plaintiff robbed his wife, the jury might have thought that that meant 
when he was about to leave her. But the whole of the words must be 
taken together, and when that was done it was clear they did not 
impute an indictable offence. Therefore there must be judgment for the 
defendant.—Counsst, Bosanquet, Q.0., and Stephens; F. J. Lowe. Soxtct- 
tors, Nordon; D. A. Romain. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
MEDLICOTT ». HUBBARD—North, J., 11th February. 


Costs—TAXATION—TAXATION DIRECTED BY CuHtEF CLaRK—OBJECTIONS— 
R.8.U., 1883, LXV., 27 (26). 

In this case the question was raised whether, when a taxing master has 
taxed costs, under a reference by a chief clerk, in pursuance of sub-rule 26 
of rule 27 of order 65, objections to the taxation ought to be carried in 
before the taxing master in the ordinary way, or whether they should be 
carried in before the chief clerk. Sub-rule 26 provides that, ‘‘ Where an 
account consists in part of any bill of costs, the court or judge may direct 
the taxing officer to assist in settling such costs, not being the ordinary 
costs of passing the account of a receiver, and the taxing officer, on receiving 
such direction, shall proceed to tax such costs, and shall have the same 
powers, and the same fees shall be payable in respect thereof, asif the same 
had been referred to the taxing officer by an order, and he shall return the 
same, with his opinion thereon, to the court or judge by whose direction 
the same were taxed.”” There was a dispute as to what had been actually 
done in the present case, but it turned out upon inquiry that the objections 
to the taxation had been carried in before the taxing master and dealt 
with by him in the ordinary way. 

Nortu, J., said that, upon the construction of the rule, he thought the 
right course had been adopted, and it appeared from what the taxing 
master had told him that this had been the practice in such cases. The 
request of the chief clerk to the taxing master to tax the costs was equiva - 
lent to an order of the court, and the ordinary course upon a taxation of 
costs must then be pursued.—OounseL, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Eustace 
Smith ; Levett. Soxicrrors, Nye, Greenwood, § Co. ; J. Sheldon Hepworth. 


SLATER v. SLATER—Kay, J., 21st January. 


Practice—Funp 1x Courtr—REpPLAceMENT OF FuND PAID ouT TO PERSON 
NOT ENTITLED THERETO—CovurtT oF CuanTERyY (Funps) Act, 1872 (85 & 36 
Vicr. c. 44), s. 5. 


In this case, the facts of which have been referred to and commented 
on ante, pp. 164, 199, and 235, the procedure was as follows: —The lady 
to whom the fund in court really von ig having attained twenty-one, 
presented a petition to the Lord Chancellor, under section 5 of the above 
Act, for a certificate in order that the fund might be replaced out of the 
Consolidated Fund. Upon the hearing of this petition on the 14th of De- 
cember, 1887, counsel for the Treasury contended that the application was 

remature, and that the certificate should not go until the petitioner had 
herself obtained a proper order from the court for payment out of the fund 
to her and the Paymaster- General had failed to comply with such order; and, 
by arrangement, the application to the Lord Chancellor stood over in order 
that the petitionermightapply to the court foran order forpaymentout. This 
petition was accordingly presented in the action, asking that the order of 
the 28th of January, 1884, by which the chief clerk had directed the transfer 
and payment out of the fund, might be discharged, and that, not- 
withstanding that order, the Paymaster-General might be ordered to 
transfer and pay to the petitioner an amount equivalent to that paid out 
under the former order, and such further sum as was equivalent to the divi- 
dend and interest which would have accrued on the fund if it had not been 
so paid out. The petition was, by their request, served on the Commis- 
sioners of H.M. Treasury and the Paymaster-General, but there was no 
other respondent thereto. Upon the petition being in the judge’s paper 
on the 14th of January, 1888, counsel for the Treasury asked that it might 
stand over until the next petition day, in order that the solicitor through 
whom payment out of the fund had been obtained might be ordered to 
attend personally, notice being given him that the would seek to 
make him liable, and that he might appear by counsel, and file affidavits, 
if so advised. The petition was now heard, and counsel for the Treasury 
and for the Paymaster-General submitted that the solicitor, having 
assumed to act for the petitioner both as solicitor and under the power of 
attorney, but without any real authority from or commupication with 
her, and having obtained the fund upon the representation, in effect, that 
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he was so authorized, and not having legally discharged himself of the 
fund so received, was, under the circumstances, liable to replace it (see 
Re Spencer, 18 W. R. 240). Counsel for the solicitor admitted that they 
could not successfully dispute his liability. 

Kay, J., ordered the order of the 28th of January, 1884, to be dis- 
charged, and that the sum asked should be transferred and paid to the 
petitioner, and that the solicitor should, within two months, pay into 
court, to the sccount of the Paymaster-General, such a sum as should be 
payable to the petitioner under the present order. Such costs of the 
=e as would have been incurred if the order of the 28th of January, 

884, had not been made, to come outof the fund or be paid by the peti- 
tioner, the solicitor to pay all the other costs of the proceedings, includ- 
ing the costs of the requisite application to the Lord Chancellor under 
section 5 of the above Act.—CounseL, Marten, Q O., and 8. Hall; Sir E. 
Clarke, 8.G., and Ingle Joyce ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Wilkinson. Soxtcrrors, 
Clarke, Woodcock, § Ryland; Hare § Co.; J. F. Lidiard. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
NOTTINGHAM INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The annual meeting of this society was held on the 29th ult. in the 
summons court of the Nottingham Town Hall. The president (Mr. 
Jzsszk Hrnp) occupied the chair. 

Tue Cuarrman, in moving the adoption of the report, remarked that 
the labours of the council during the past year had been very considerable, 
and that the Bills affecting the legal profession which had been brought 
before Parliament were very important. Two of the principal measures 
passed had been the Bill for the Registration of Deeds of Assignment and 
that for the Enfranchisement of Copyholds, At some time during the next 
session Parliament would have its time very much taken up by questions 
relating to zeal property. Although the Bill introduced by the Government 
last session was not carried, he thought there was very little doubt that a 
Bill having the same object in view would be introduced by the Govern- 
ment. That Bill would require the most careful consideration on the 
part of the council. They objected to hasty legislation, and he thought 
they might fairly say that they always kept in view the interests of the 
public before their own. 

Mr. Warp seconded the motion, which was carried. 

Mr. H. Wing was electing president for the ensuing year, and Mr. A. 
Williams, the retiring secretary, was elected vice-president. Mr. Ward 
was re-elected treasurer, and Mr. Arthur Barlow was unanimously 
appointed secretary in the place of Mr. Williams. Messrs. Trevitt and 
Watson Wright were appointed auditors for the ensuing year. A hearty 
vote of thanks was accorded Mr. Williams for his services as secre- 


Mr. Acton referred to the question of the half-holiday for the profes- 
sion, and suggested that in future the holiday should on Saturdays 
instead of Thursdays. He moved that a special meeting be held for the 
purpose of considering the matter. Mr. Heath seconded the motion, 
which was carried. Votes of thanks to the chairman and officers con- 
cluded the meeting. 


The following are extracts from the report of the council :— 

a present number of members is 111, the number last year 
being 110. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—This Bill has been under the consideration of 
the council during the greater part of the year. 

The Incorporated Law Society, U.K., have recently asked the various 
provincial law societies for their opinion on the following further 


ints :— 
“Ee “‘The necessity or expediency of registration compulsory or other- 
wise, and the cost necessarily incident to any such system of oar: 
an as compared with that now in force. connection with this the 
council will be glad to have some details as to the av cost of sales 
and mortgages, especially in small transactions, not jan. hs £300, and 
as to the average proportion of small transactions in the general convey- 
ancing — in your district.”’ oa saute 

2. “The advantages or disadvantages of the proposed system of dou 
registration—that is, by the I rood as well as by the grantee.’’ 

3. “ The eo on Ww land transfer districts should be con- 
stituted, an whether they should be numerous and local, or cen- 


4, ‘*The advantages or disadvantages of the proposed system of con- 
firmation of titles.’’ 

5. “* The effect of the alterations or amendments of the law con- 
templated by the Bill, and the mode in which they can be best carried out 
in practice.’ 

6. “‘The position of solicitors under the proposed sc - 

The council has replied as follows :— 

1. “ This society is strongly of opinion that the introduction of a system of 
registration of title is neither necessary nor cages. The argument of 
expediency, if no actual necessity existed, would gm on the increased 
facility such a system might afford for dealings with land, or, failing that, 
on a reasonable demand for its introduction. As to the latter point, this 


society is unable, either from its professional or general know- 
ledge, to say that any such demand exists, nor its tance with 
the dealings in land in Nottingham and its bourhood it to think 
that any system of registration would really tate such transactions. 





It has no hesitation in stating that, so far as Nottingham is concerned, the 
proposed Bill would have but litt! small 
sales ; its most marked result would be the increased cost thereof. Within 
the last few years a quantity of land in this neighbourhood has been 
put into the market in small plots for building p and during good 
trade no difficulty was experienced in a of it. the demand 
for land is at present less brisk is the of the depressed condition of 
local industries and general trade. It is certainly not due to a ex- 
penees which have to be incurred. The difficulty which men in cir- 
cumstances, who desire to purchase, labour under, is rather the neceseity 
for the immediate payment of a considerable sum for purchase-money 
(even assuming a mortgage to be obtained), than the deterring effect of 
legal charges. The success of build societies shews that it is the 
privilege of peying by instalments, not the exemption from costs (which, 
oom have to be paid at a fair average rate), that induces persons to 
join them. Another reason for the number of small landholders being com- 
tively limited, is the fact that property other than building land does not 
sementi come into the market in lots of such a size as to render it avail- 
able for purchase by the man of small means. On the assumption, however, 
that the cost of transfer is a deterrent to would-be rs, it appears 
most doubtful whether the proposed changes will not have a contrary effect 
from that their promoters intend, at all events for many years to come. 
egg rg neath - any case be incurred in the original registration of 
title. If the value of the property to be registered 
retain the pro} in p ap be Sacunrin Che cot secsmnap So cues 
him to put it in the market. If end ne pom! large, ae Fg incurred 
eee nas aaah tated pnts ney 
a whole, or in sm ug -money - 
dor will exact. In neither case will the facility of transfer be promoted. 
This end will be most readily brought about by the simplification of title, 
and the extension of the principle of such measures as the Convey 
and Settled Land Acts. objection to compulsory registration bas 
on the necessary exposure of title, and the publicity given to private affuirs, 
as well as the unfairness of compelling an owner, ing or unwilling, to 
go to the expense of registration, has already been touched on in the report 
on the subject presented by this society last year. With reference to costs, 
the average charge in this district on conveyances from £100 to £300 is 
from £3 to £5, and even though a portion of the negotiations may have 
taken place through the solicitor, a increase is made. As to 
mo es, about the same rate is charged. The society is of opinion, from 
suca inquiries as they have been able to make, that the general average of 
transactions under £300 is about 10 per cent. of the whole, of those between 
£300 and £1,000 50 cent. icone te above £1,000 40 ——— ’ ee 
2. ‘* The pro system of dou wp seegeer teh press 
much eae on the grantor. There does not seem any necessity for 
his name being placed upon the register, and facility should be given for 
the title being in the name of a purchaser from him. By whom 
the expense of proving the title should in such a case be borne, would seem 
to be purely a matter of contract between the ~ 
3. “There is no doubt that these districts should be as numerous as is 
consistent with the emplo; ¢ of an able and ced registrar and 
efficient staff. This would no doubt ly —— on the amount of fees 
arising from the transactions passing on ae 
enable the Soca to pay fair salaries. If the existing of 
robate registries be adopted districts, 
cagpes some provision should be made for the establishment of branch 
offices in t 
copies of all dosceaas onl entries to a central (London) registry, where 
searches could be made.’’ 
4. **It is objectionable alike in the interests of eo possessor (if 
holding without fraud) and the ole claimant. e f 
— if he epplies for confirma‘ _ to run the + = : 
roceedings from persons who, stirred up by the advertisement, 
~My ame thenedeas entitled, and have to defend its which 
probably, as a matter of fact, are absolutely unassailable. With reference 
to claimants, the short period allowed within which a claim may be made 
ee 5 in — —_ ~~ 4 aaa autta act —_ = harshness, 
and prevent acquisition, ose entitled, of property, 
the loss of which no — yment as directed by the Bill can possibly 
compensate. To the it possessor the proposed system of con- 
firmation of title may be advantageous.” 
5. “It may, on the whole, be convenient that the law of real property 
should be assimilated to that of 
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session, it will require the careful attention of the next council, and should 
also have the earnest consideration of every member. 





ve 

Auctioneers’ remuneration.—Early last year a special committee was ap- 
pointed at a meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., to consider 
the expediency of assimilating the practice in London to that prevailing 
in the North with respect to the employment and remuneration of 
auctioneers, and a series of questions were issued to, and answers given 
by, the provincial law societies. Mr. Henry Wing, a member of this 
council, had the honour of being added to, and attended on, such com- 
mittee, but in consequence of certain cases then before the courts which 
bore materially on the subject not having been decided, the committee 
adjourned for the purpose of having such decision before making their 
report. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 

The annual meeting of this society was held on Wednesday, the 
president (Mr. C. T. Saunpgrs) occupying the chair. There was a large 
attendance. 

The Presivent, in moving the adoption of the report, considered that 
generally it was of a satisfactory character. With regard to the pre- 
liminary examinations he informed the meeting that in the present year 
the cuniculum was somewhat extended, although it was still less stringent 
than a matriculation examination. There was no doubt that the pre- 
liminary examination had not hitherto been as difficult as it should be, 
considering that it was the basis of the educational character of the men 
who entered the profession. If they wished to raise the character of the 
profession they must begin by making the preliminary examination one 
which should really denote in those who passed it the acquisition of a 
thoroughly liberal education. This was the more important in view of the 
sfocttien now afforded by the Board schools to the very humblest in the 
land. He was sorry to see that the financial position of the law classes in 
connection with the society, and which he regarded as his own child, was 
not so good as it ought to be. The falling-off in the receipts was perhaps 
partly due to the decrease in the number of students, which was not a 
thing to lament in view of the fact that the number entering for the 
examination had in the last few years grown enormously. Referring to 
the matters of legislation affecting the profession, the President expressed | 
the opinion that the need for the Land Transfer Bill had been greatly | 
exaggerated, and that the evils for which it was supposed to be 
a remedy had already been removed by Acts of Parliament passed in 
1874, 1882, and 1884. They were now able to conduct conveyancing 
business for their clients with efficiency, expedition, and with an 
economy which could not be surpassed by any system of registration, if 
solicitors were to be paid at all commensurate with the education, learning, 
and experience which were brought into requisition by the exercise of their 
calling. With regard to the Act for the registration of private deeds of 
arrangement, he suggested that it required to be supplemented by a pro- 
vision that a certain large majority of creditors in number and value should 
be able to bind a minority, and so prevent one or two creditors standing 
out and levying blackmail on the estate or on their fellow creditors. In 
conclusion, he expressed a hope that a Trustees’ Relief Bill might be passed 
whereby it might be allowable to advance trust moneys upon mortgage to 
such a proportion of the value of land and buildings as any ordinary care- 
ful man would do with his own money. 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Tynpatt, and carried. 

The usual resolutions of thanks were then passed. 

Mr. C. E. Maruews, responding for the committee, pointed out that 
about half of the £2,500 incurred in building the Law Library had been 
paid off, and at the —— rate the building would soon be the property 


of the profession. e proceedings terminated with the president’s hand- 
ing the gold medal and other prizes to the successful students named in 
the report. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The roll of members has m increased during the year, 

the total number now being 248. 
Remuneration of auctioncers.—In the eg | part of the year a committee 
was ——— by the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom 
to er and report to their council whether or not it is expedient to 
assimilate the practice in England generally to that which prevails in the 
north of England with respect to the employment and remuneration of 
auctioneers. The committee reported very fully as to the practice in 
Birmingham and district, but we believe that at present the committee 
appointed by the Incorporated Law Society has not yet presented any 
final report. The recent decision of Re Newbould (36 W. R. 161), 
renders this question of greater importance, and the subject must receive 
the further attention of the committee. 

Land Transfer Bill.—The Bill introduced last session received the 
careful consideration of the committee. The matter is one of great 
importance; but as the two reports prepared for the committee by Mr. 
G. J. Johnson and forwarded to London have already been circulated 
amongst members, it does not seem necessary to repeat here the views of 
the committee on the subject. A deputation attended a meeting of the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, at which important resolutions were 
passed. A petition against the Bill was prepared; but on the eve of its 
presentation the Bill was withdrawn. 

Warrants on writs to be executed in the Borough of Birmingham.—At the 

ing ef the year the committee applied to the Under-Sheriff of 
Warwick to make arrangements for the issue in Birmingham of warrants 
on writs to be executed in the borough and neighbourhood, but before 
their a on had arrived the Under-Sheriff had made arrangements 





for to be deme. The practice has, no doubt, been found to be of 


convenience to members practising in Birmingham. 








Inland Revenue Corporation Duty.—This duty, imposed under the Act of 
48 & 49 Vict. c. 51, appears last year for the first time in the society’s 
accounts. It will be observed that at present the item is not more than 
9s. 6d. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honovrs EXAmMInaTION, 

January, 1888. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee re- 
commended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 
tion :— 

First Cxass. 
{In order of merit.] 


Frederick Hudson, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Henry Bartlett, of the firm of Messrs. Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, 
of London. 

Arthur Norman, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick Tucker 
Aston, of London. 

Thomas Cathrick Jackson, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Andrew Marvel Jackson, of Hull. 

Robert Harold Williams, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert 
Saunders, of London. 

George Munro Miller, who served his clerkship with Mr, Arnold Trinder, 
of the firm or Messrs. Trinders & Co., of London. 

Francis Probyn Dighton, who served his clerkship with Mr. Adon Leslie 
Antill, of London. 

Herbert March, who served his clerkship with Mr. Lapthorn, of the firm 
of Messrs. Blake, Reed, & Lapthorn, of Portsea ; ard Messrs. Sole, Turner, 
& Knight, of London. 

Seconp Crass. 
[In alphbaetical order. ] 


William Herbert Bennett, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Percy Jobson, of Dudley. 

Edwin Montagne Calvert, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Foster, of the firm of Messrs. Fosters & Burroughs, of Norwich; and 
Messrs. Sharpe, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe, of London. 

Alfred Evans, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Robert Pen- 
nington, of the firm of Messrs. Bremner, Son, & Pennington, of Liverpool. 

Evelyn Napier Fellowes, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Wick- 
ham Flower. of the firm of Messrs. Wickham Flower, & Nussey, of London. 

Drury Freeman, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Williamson 
Hunt Smart, of the firm of Messrs. Rashleigh & Smart, of London. 

Alfred Warren Melhuish, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Searle, of Crediton ; and Messrs. Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, of 
London. 

George Daniel Newton, who served his clekrship with Mr. Jehn Law 
Worthingion, of the firm of Messrs. Bullock & Worthington, of Man- 
chester. 

Frank Septimus Rhodes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert 
Walker Grundy, of Manchester. 

Freeman Roper, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Hopgood, 
Foster, & Dowson, of London. 

Richard Alexander Rotherham, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Woodcock, of Coventry; und Messrs. Warren, Gardner, & Murton, of 
London. 

John Stafford, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Marshall Hole, 
of the firm of Messrs. Hole, Dayman, & Fisher, of Tiverton; and Messrs. 
Ley, Lake, & Ley, of London. 

Arthur Walker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Hervey Smith, of 
Hyde; and Messrs. Few & Co., of London. 

Frederick Wi)lson Yeates, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
William Yeates, of the firm of Messrs. Burton, Yeates, Hart, & Burton, of 
London. 

Turrp Crass. 
{In alphabetical order. | 

Frederic Cattle, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. John Bamford 
Slaek, of the firm of Messrs. Thurman & Slack, of Ilkeston ; and Messrs. 
Ockerby and Everington, of London. 

Benjamin Harvie Darbyshire, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Appleton, of Liverpool; and Mr. George Whitfield Taylor, of 
the firm of Messers. Dean & Taylor, of London. 

Edward Lawrence Manning, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
pe Travell, of Nottingham; and Mr. Sydney Gater Warner, of 

ndon. 

Walter Hudson Matthews, who served his clerkship with Mr. Marmaduke 
Matthews, of the firm of Messrs. G. F. Hudson Matthews & Co,, of 
Woolwich and London. 

James Ernest Mead, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Alfred 
oe maa of Wolverhampton ; and Messrs. Sharpe, Parkers, and Co., of 

ndon. 

Stephen Peckover, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Bowling, 
of the firm of Messrs. Bowling & Hurst, of Leeds. 

Paul Owen Rogers, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Godden, of the firm of Messrs. Godden, Holme, & Co., of London. 

Myles Atkinson Sleigh, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Keay 
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& Stokes, of Chippenham ; and Messrs. Robinson, Preston, & Stow, of 
London. 

Charles Edward Warne, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Eldridge, of the firm of Messrs. James Eldridge & Sons, of Newport, 
Isle of Wight; and Messrs. Munns & Longden, of London. 

Benjamin Wooding, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Busick 
Edmond Pemberton, of the firm of Messrs. Lee & Pembertons, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Hudson—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s Inn— 
valne 10 guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—vaiue about 25 guineas. 

To Mr, Norman—Prize of the Honorable Society of Olifferd’s Inn—value 
10 guineas. 

To Mr. Jackson— Prize of the Honourable Society of New Inn—value 5 

uineas. 

. To Mr. Williams—Prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 
uineas. 
. To Mr. Miller—Prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Dighton—Prize of the Incorporated Law Soociety—value 5 

uineas. 

To Mr, March—Prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 guineas. 

The Council have given Class Certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Fifty candidates attended the examination. 





Mr. Freperick Hupson, whose name appears first in the above list, is 
the son of Mr. James Hudson, of Capenor, Nutfield, Surrey. He was 
born in 1865, and was articled in 1885 to Mr. Edward Henry Bartlett, of 
the firm of Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, 4, Bloomsbury-square. 
Mr. Hudson was educated at University College, London, and took the 
degree of B.A. at the London University in 1884. 





Unrtep Law Srupenrts’ Socrery.—February 13th—Mr. M. R. Aiyangar 
moved: ‘* That it is high time that the British Parliament should give our 
Indian fellow-subjects a greater share in the Government of their own 
country.”” Mr. Lazarus opposed the motion. The Hon. Dadabhai 
Naoroji, Mr. N. Ghosh, Marcus, Mr. Moyle, Mr. Lee Nust, Mr. Coles, 
and others also supported the motion. Against the motion Mr. Eiloart, 
Mr. Vidler, and others spoke. Mr. Aiyanger having replied, the motion 
was put to the house, and carried by five votes. 

Law Srupents’ Desatine Soctsery.—February 7th—Mr. Ernest Todd in 
the chair. Mr. J. D. Crawford moved: ‘‘ That it is desirable to establish 
a central council for the government of the whole of London.” Mr. Muir 
opposed. Messrs. Elmslie, Nimmo, and Woodhouse followed in the 
affirmative, and Bunting and Plaskitt in the negative. Mr. Crawford 
having replied, the motion was carried by the casting vote of the chair- 
yan. 

February 14th — Mr. J. Cornelius Wheeler in the chair. Mr. 
Thomas Douglas moved : ‘‘ That the cuse of Davies v. Davies (36 Ch. D. 
359) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. B. Hill opposed. Messrs. O. Curtis, 
McIntosh, Thorpe, and Pattinson followed in the affirmative, and Piaskitt, 
Hawtin, Brightman, and Dauncy in the negative. Mr. Douglas having 
replied, the motion was carried by a majority of one vote. ere was & 
good attendance en each occasion. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY, 


Mr. Mavrice Foster Farrewt, barrister, was drowned at Kempsford, 
Bedfordshire, on the 21st ult. He had dined with a friend, and on his 
way home is supposed to have lost his way in the fog, his body having 
been found in the River Ouse on the followmg day. Mr. Farrell was the 
only son of the Rev. Maurice Farrell, rector of Woughton, Buckingham- 
shire, and was born in 1838. He was educated at Exeter College, Oxford, 
where he graduated second class in law and modern history in 1861. He 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1864, 
having in the previous May obtained a certificate of honour of the first 
class, and he formerly practised on the Home Circuit and at the Surrey 
Sessions. Mr. Farrell was unmarried, 


Mr. Atzert Gorpon Lancuey, barrister, died at his residence, 19, Lee- 
terrace, Blackheath, on the 29th ult. Mr. Langley was the eldest son of 
Mr. Oharles Langley, of Chudleigh, Devonshire, and was born in 1834. 
He obtained a certificate of honour of the first class in 1857, and an cpen 
studentship in 1858. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Easter Term, 1859, and he had ever since practised in the Chancery Divi- 
sion. Mr, Langley was married, first, in 1860 to the third daughter of Mr. 
Robert Jacomb Hood, of Bardon Park, Leicester, and secondly, in 1871 to 
the widow of Captain Seymour, R.M. 


_ Mr. Grorcz Trencuarp Cannina, solicitor (of the firm of Canning and 
Kyrke), of Chard and Axminster, died at Chard on the Ist inst. Mr. Can- 
ning was born in 1822. He was admitted a solicitor in 1843, and he had 
practised at Chard for over forty years. He was for many years in part- 
nership with the late Mr. William Dommett, after whose death he became 
associated with Mr. Arthur Venables Kyrke, the t of the 
Chard County Court. Mr. Canning was clerk to Chard Burial Board. 
He was for many years chairman of the Chard Board of Guardians, and one 
of the borough aldermen, and he was five times elected Mayor of Chard. 


Sir Hvcu Wii114m Hoyzes, Knt., late Chief Justice of Newfoundland, 


died at Halifax, Nova Scotia, about a fortnight ago, in his seventy-fourth 
rs. Sir H. Hoyles was the son of Mr. Newman Wright Hoyles, and was 

rn in 1814. He was educated at Picton College, Nova Scotia, and he 
was called to the bar in Nova Scotia in 1837. He was elected a member of 
the Newfoundland House of Assembly in 1848, and he was for several years 
Premier and Attorney-General of Newfoundland. He became Chief Jus- 
tice of Newfoundland in 1865. He received the honour of knighthood in 
1869, and he retired on a pension in 1880. Sir H. Hoyles was married in 
1842 to the daughter of Mr. John Liddle, of Halifax. 


Mr. James Witt1am Bowen, Q.C., died at Plas y Bridell, Pembroke- 
shire, on the 8th inst. Mr. Bowen was the eldest son of Mr. Thomas 
Bowen, of Carmarthen, and was born in 1819. He was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1851. He was for several years a 
revising barrister for Brecknockshire. In 1873 he received a silk gown 
from Lord Selborne, and he was for many years the leader of the South 
Wales and Chester Circuit. In 1880 Mr. Bowen presided over the Royal 
Commission for inquiring into the existence of corrupt practices in the 
borough of Boston, and he was recorder of the borough of Kidwelly, a 
bencher of the Inner Temple, and a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for 
Carmarthenshire and Carnarvonshire. He had been married, first, in 
1857, to the daughter of Mr. Edward He Bearcroft, of Meer Hall, 
Worcestershire, secondly, in 1867, to the daughter of Mr. Francis Hunts- 
man. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Tuomas Mace, solicitor (of the firm of Kilby & Mace), of ey i 
Chipping Norton, and Charlbury, has been appointed Clerk to the Charl- 
bury School Board. Mr. Mace was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 

Mr. Gzorcs Samvet Hatt, solicitor, of Ely and Cambridge, has been 
elected Coroner for the Southern Division of the Isle of Ely, in succession 
to Mr. William Marshall, oe green Mr. Hall is registrar of the Ely 
County Court. He was admitted a solicitor in 1854. 

Mr. Frepertcx Tuzonatp Lanoxevy, solicitor (of the firm of Fowler & 
Langley) of Wolverkampton, has been elected President of the Wolver- 
hampton Law Association for the ensuing year. Mr. Langley was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1874. He is in ership with the Right Hon. 
Henry Hartley Fowler, M.P. for East Wolverhampton. 

Mr, Bensamin Scorr Foster MacGgacu, barrister, has been elected 
Chairman of the Law and City Courts Committee in the Court of Common 
Council. Mr. MacGeagh is the fifth son of Mr. Thomas John bh, 
of Cookstown, Tyrone, and was born in 1830. He was called to the 
at the Middle Temple in November, 1884. He is a Common Oouncilman 
for Castle Baynard Ward. 

Mr. Ricuarp Crarence Hatse, solicitor, of 61, Cheapside, has been 
elected Chairman of the Metage Committee in the Court of Common 
Council. Mr. Halse is a Common Councilman for Cheap Ward. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1860, and he is in a with Mr. Clarence 
Richard Halse, who is returning officer for the borough of St. Pancras. 

Mr. Wriu1am Lawrence Ouew, solicitor, of Manchester, has been 
appointed a Magistrate for Cheshire. Mr. Chew was admitted a solicitor 
in 1869. 

Mr. Henry Wrva. solicitor, of Nottingham, has been elected President 
of the Nottingham Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Wing was admitted a solicitor in 1851. 

Mr. Gzorce Frepgrick Marsxatt, solicitor, of 26, Theobald’s-road, 
Gray’s-inn, London, W.C., has been —- a Commissioner to ad- 
minister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. Mr. Marshall was 
admitted in 1881. 

Mr. J. Suetpon Herwortu, solicitor, of 10, South-street, Finsbury, 
London, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


GENERAL, 


In consequence of the frequent complaints as to the draughts and other 
inconveniences connected with the Royal Courts of Justice by the judges, 
Mr. Plunket, M.P., the First Commissioner of Works, accompanied by 
two officials of his department, recently visited the Court of Appeal and 
the retiring rooms of the Lords Justices. 


It is announced that probate has been oun of the will, dated 4th 
August, 1886, of Mr. Joseph Maynard, formerly of 57, Coleman-street, 
City, solicitor, but late of 52, Westbourne-terrace, and Sandhills, Betch- 
worth, who died on the 9th ult. in his ninetieth year (ante, p. 170), the 
value of the personalty being declared at £436,383. 


On the 10th inst. the Lord Chancellor t in a Bill to consolidate 
the law rela to County Courts in England; and on the same day 
Lord Hobhouse introduced a Bill to enable incorporated companies to act 
as executors, administrators, and trustees, and in other fiduciary capacities 
The latter Bill is not yet issued. 


tenants of that Inn with the view of ascertaining 
to have their chambers supplied with the electric 
; by the committee that if the demand be sufficient 
\ exceed that of gas. 


The United States Consul at Sivas, in Asia Minor, in a peephy oo 
on his district, describes the various tenures of land there—such as State 


lands, freeholds, grants to public buildings, &c. finally, describes 
another sort of tenure, called mevat, which is (2 2 in a manner tral 





y 
Oriental. It relates to small of State lands situated between the 
boundaries of villages. The of this species of tenure is that tho 
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pasture or common land of a village should not extend more than 4 cer- 
tain distance, so that quarrels with the neighbouring ee oy may be 
avoided. This limit is ascertained in this way. One of the villagers, 
standing on the steps or minarets of the mosque, calls out at the top of 
his voice. The point beyond which his voice cannot be beard is the limit 
of the village property and common pasturage. At the neighbouring 
village the same performance is gone through, and the land between the 
two points is merat and telongs to the State. 


At the annual dinner of the Leeds Law Students’ Society, on the 9th 
nat Sir George Morrison, president of the Leeds Incorporated Law 
ty, read the following letter which he had received from the Attorney- 
Gon: —‘‘ Attorney-General’s Chambers, Temple, E.C., January 31st. 
Dear Sir George.—I am in receipt of yours of the 30th. I have in no way 
altered the views which I expressed at the Royal Courts of Justice last 
ycar. On the contrary, further consideration confirms me in the opinion 
that from a public point of view, and quite apart from any advantages to 
be derived by any particular branch of the profession by the maintenance 
of the existing system, any fusion of the relative position and duties of 
barristers and solicitors is most undesirable. I hope to have an oppor- 
tunity before long of expressing my reasons fully, but I will only repeat 
that further experience and information strengthen me in the opinion 
which I expressed last year.—I am, yours vory truly, Ricuarp E. Wester. 
To Sir George Morrison.’’ 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date anenss Cova APPEAL CourT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘ No. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Feb. ’ Mr. Pe Mr. Rolt Mr. Koe Mr. Wi . 
—_ - Jackson G Clowes Pemberton 
Wednesday 3 Lavie Rolt oe ard 
Th + 28 Pugh Godfre: Clowes Pemberton 
Friday ...... 24 Leach Rolt oe Ward 
Sa 25 Beal Clowes Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr, Pugh Mr. Beal Mr, Jackson 
Lavie Leach Carrington 
Pugh Beal Jackson 
Lavie Leach i 
Pugh Beal Jackson 
Lavie Leach Carrington 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
AUTOMATIC FrREWOOM MacutneE Co, LimiTED—By an order made by Kay, J, 
dated Feb 4. it was ordered that the company be wound up Thomsons & Co, 
ll, solors for petoers 
Bounps GREEN POTTERY, ay —Stirling, J, has, by an order dated Jan 13, 
appointed William ——— Oge 5 0. Canuon 8t, to be official liquidator Credi- 
tors are required, on or before March 10, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above LF pret March 20 
.. 12, is a oe for hearing and adjudicating upon the said clai 
Dasuere Co, Lmiw1rep.—Srirling, J, has fixed Tuesday, Feb 21 at 12, 
his chambers, for os ‘appointment of an official liquidato: 
wine oe BRISTOL STEAMSHIP Co, LIMITED —Kekewich, J, hes fixed Feb 21 at 
11,30, at the chambers of the District Registrar, Government bldgs, Victoria 
st, Liverpool, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
Ngw TBMPLE NORMANTON COAL AND COKE Co, LimiTED—Kay, J, has fixed 
Monty, » Feb 2 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
iq’ r 
SHIPPING Co, LIMITED —North, J, hns fixed Feb 20 at 12, at his chambers, 
for the appointment of an official liqui dator 
West InDIES WATER RIGHTS ASSOCIATION, LiuITED—Creditors are required, on 
or before March 16, to send their names and addresees, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Alexander Levin Secretan, 6, Great Winchester st 
Friday, March 23 at 12.30, is appoiated for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 
NLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


U 
LONDON aye Faber AND DULWICH TRAMWAYs Co > Pein for winding up, 
gented Fe Feb 7, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, Feb 18 
Chancery lane, solor for petner 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
IN CHANCERY. 

Pazace HoTer eeoqpeeeane AND SPA Go, LimiteD—The Vice-Chancellor has, 
by an order dated Dec 20, appointed Edwin Whitehead Marshall, 33, Barton 
arcade, Manchester, to be on cial liquidator. Creditors are req on or 
before March 20 | to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to the above. Tuesday, a 20 at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating < the debts an 





re- 
er- 


Gossett TIn MINE, 
2 it was ordered that the company be woundup Hodge & 
cr Beall & Co, Bucklersbury, solors for petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
FRrEenvty Society, Geeler Arms — Rhydlydan, Denbigh Feb 6 
UnitTep Frtexp iy Society, Ship [ vo Newton Abbot, Devon Febé 


London G —TUESDAY, Feb. 14. 
JOINT “STOOK COMPANIES. 
In CHANCERY. 
© Matcu Suppty Co, LiMirED— —By an order made by Kay, J, dated 
Feb 3, ie was Cay a that the voluntary winding up of the company con- 
Hicklin & ape ys solors for petners 

FroRcHNEOL 1, COLLIERY AxD B cK Co, LOTED—BStirlin pos bes es iene Feb 28 at 
12, at his chambers, for the agpelntnent of an official iquida 


, LIMITED—By an order made by ‘the V. see. Wari. dated Feb 
Co, Truro, agents 








HARBINGER (SwANsEA) &TEAM SuHrP Co, LumiTED—Chit tty. J, —_ | Sint Feb 23 at 
12, at his chambers, for the appointment o of an official 

LIVERPOOL CooL Ark DRYING CO (JENNING’S PATENTS), ss~By an order 
made by Chitty, J, dated Feb 8, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 
of the compan be continued Kimber, Lombard st. solor for petner 

Upper TRENT NAVIGATION Uo, Liw1TED—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 9, 
quent to be heard before North, J, on Feb 25 Cuddon & Co, Fleet st, solors 

or petners 

VICTORIA BREAD AND Biscuit Co, Laureep Puta for winding up, presented Feb 
14, directed to be heard before Stirling, J ,on Saturday, Feb 25 Hall, Church 
ct. Old Jewr y, solor for petners 

Victory, LimiTgep—North, J, hes, by an order dated Jan 20, appointed Edwin 
Waterhouse, 44, Gresham st. to be official liquidator 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CARDIFF GOVERNMENT SECURITY SAVINGS BANK, DUKE STREET, CARDIFF —By an 
order made by Stirling, J, dated Feb 4, it was ordered that the bank be wound 
up Hare & Co, Surrey st, Strand, agents for the Solicitor to the Treasury 

Royal FARMERS’ AND GENERAL INSURANCE Co—Petn for the confirmation of an 
agreement for the transfer of the business to the age Assurance Co. pre- 
sented Feb 11, directed to be beard before Chitty, J, on Saturdey, Feb 25 
Kingsford & Co, Essex st, solors for petners 

CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 





LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

OLDHAM THEATRICAL AND ENTERTAINMENT Co, LimiTeD—Petn for winding Up. 
resented Feb 9, directed to be heard before Rristowe, VO, at St George 
=. x Liverpoo), on Thursday, Feb 23 at 11 Rowbotham, Oldham, eolor fc for 

petne 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLAM. 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 31. 
ARNOLD, JANE, Hill st, Rutland gate. Feb 24. Davis & Co, Frederick’s pl 
BakEk, SARAH ELIZABETH, Norwich rd, Suffolk, March 1. Steward & Rouse, 


Ipswich 
Brown, James, Colchester, Merchant. March17. Elwes & Turner, Colchester 
BRUNTON, ANN, West pl, Lancaster. May 3t. Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster 
abi ~*~ eae HaRRIET, Birkdale, Lancaster. Marchi. Welsby & Co, South- 


Carrs,’ THOMAS, Queen st, Portsea, Poulterer. March 13. Pearce & Son, Porisea 
DaviEs, Joun, Liverpool, Farmer. March 10. Bellringer & Cunliffe, Liverpool 


DEAKIN, Foams, Ba Besthury, Watford, Herts, Esq. March 25. Francis & John- 
son, Aus' 
Dickson, Sir ply RICHIE Lyon, Kovight, late Physician to Her Britannic 
wins 2 lee Legation at the Court of Persia. March 20. Bompas & Co, Gt 
n r st 
D1xon, Toomas HENRY, or, Btw. York, Woollen Manufacturer. Feb 25, 


Butler & Middlebrook 
HuGuHES, THoMAS, Clarence ’st, Aberavon, Tailor. Feb 29. Jenkins, Aberavon 


ELWORTHY, ELIZABETH, East Southernhay, Exeter. May 1. Easton, Taunton 
GoMPERTZ, Sampson, Retreat, Carshalton, Retired Lieut Col of Madras Army. 


March 1. M‘Clellan, Bedford row 
GREEN, Marky, Wragby, Lincoln. Feb 17. Tweed & Co, Lincoln 


Cory JOHN, Montague House, Brock mn, Hammersmith, Gent. March 
wo Cripps & om Tyabelige Wells 
Harz, Sous WARREN, Mount View villas, Mount View rd, Stroud green, Gent. 


Marchi. Letts Brothers, Bartlett's bl 
Heap. a aly ANE, Newberries, nr Watford, fants. Marchi. Roweliffes & Co, 
ford row 
HicKMAN, E.iza. late in service of Joseph Paget, Eeg, Stuffynwood Hall, near 
Mansfield, een. March 2%. J & A Burton & Scorer, Lincoln 
HIGson, JAMES, Grimshaw st, Burnley, Mat 4, Bookkeeper. Feb 28. Sut- 
c iffe & Sons, Burnley 
KIMPSTER, ANNE, Walkex terr, Gateshead, Durham. March 31. Stanton & 
Atkinson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
LAWTON, WILLIAM, Danville st, Sheffield, Grocer and Beer Retailer. March 1. 
Wilson, Sheffield 
Corbett, Worcester 
Blair, Uttoxeter 


LeEwIs, MERY, Dennis pk terr, Stourbridge. March 1. 

Noon, Mary, Roston Common, Norbury, Derby. March 1. 

RADFORD, JOHN, North Devon Inn, Paul st, Exeter, Licensed Victualler, Feb 10. 
Friend & Beal, Exeter 


RALLs, oa pk Farm, Edmonton, Farmer. March 1, Colborne & 


W po? 

Rippon, MARTHA, Claremont villas, Grosvenor pk rd, Walthamstow. March 2 
Houghtons & Byfie!d, Gracechurch st 

RosEsrs, ANE, Princess rd, Ripon. Feb2t, Barker & Hargrave, Ripon 


SEARLE, EDWARD, Stangate, Lambeth, Boat Builder. March 5, Longbourne & 


tevens, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Swan, JOHN, Bexley Heath, Kent. Feb 21. Hewitt, Greenhithe 

WARREN, Hanna, King’s rd, Chelsea. Feb9,. Bartley, Somerset st, W 

WERTHEIMER, JOHN, New Bond st. March 31. Bircham & Co, Parliament st 

WRIGHT, SUSANNAH ELIZABETH, Bury St Edmunds, Feb 26, Cambridge, Bury 

St Edmunds 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 3. 
ABBOTT, MABIANNE, nbn ming South Stoneham, Southampton. March 1, Green 
& Moberly, Southampto Sieiels 

arch 1. 


paas.* .. JOHN, feat oon gy Liandilotallybont, Glamorgan, Farmer. 
Jones, Swansea 
Anum, ? RoBERT, Craven villas, Ealing, Retired Butcher. March 15. Saxton & 
rgan, Somerset st, Portman 
BARKER, a4 Cornwall rd, Notting Hn. March 10. Clifford Gosnell, Finsbury 
pavemen 
BARNBY, ELIZABETH AMELIA, Edgerton, Huddersfield, York. Febi5. Gresham, 


H 
BELL, EDWARD, Mablethorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. March7. Wood, Louth 
ee Eiza Magia, Chester st, Belgrave sq. March 26. Stretton & Co 


a SueAnAy. Wood st, Hulme, Manchester, General Carrier. March 26. 
gles & Ogden, Manchester 
Seen as, ppax, York, Farmer and Butcher. March 20, Phillips, 


Dicks, = _ Tetbury, Gloucester. March 8. Sloan, Bristol 
Rowappe, WIttiamM James, Tonbridge, Kent, Clerk in Holy Orders. April 25. 


Wood, Broad st bidgs 
GIANNI, ANGELO, Burdgate st vite, » piawtel, Northumberland, Jeweller. 


‘orster & Paynter, Aln 
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Gunmen, JONATHAN, Red Lion, Bushey, Herts. Feb20. Collins, Furnival’s 


Gur» NEY, JaMEs, Cinque qottages, Wimbledon, Gant. Feb 2. Tadman & 
Failios ., Kingston on 
Hast, Ew OnE SELLELS, Crown Jnn, S Banbury, Innkeeper. March 14, Aplin, Ban- 


ANNE FRANCES GzorGrIna Stuart, Guilford st, Russell sq. March 10 
Darley & Cumberland, John st 
Hoiimay, JANE, Upnor, Frindsbury, Kent. April1. Prall & Son, Rochester 


HORNER, Man Byesem, Market Weighton, York, Shopkeeper. Feb 24. Usher, 

arket 

Jones. THomAs, Cwmdockin, oa, Montgomery, Farmer. Feb 20. Talbot & 
Wood, New a. Mon 

Joune, Wain . = _om mral V: Rbyl, Flint, Commercial Traveller. March 13. 

8. 
KEARSLEY. EpwaE SANDERSON, Pembroke villas, Richmond green, Surrey, Esq. 
April 2. Watkins & Son, Bolton 

LApBROOK, ANN WHITTAEKSR, Morgan Arms, Morgan st, Mile end. March 1. 
Hughes & Co, New Broad st 

LATHAM, FREDERICK, Barnby , Blyth, N.ttingham, Gent. March 1, 
Marshalls & Robinson, East Retfo 

MaGaAn, TILson SHAW, Pei rn rd, Earl’s ct, Kensington, Lieut.-Colonel in the 
Madras Staff Corps. h 15. Price, John st 

MELHUISH, EpwaRD CROYDON, Rivers st, th. Reti wel, Diem « vy Tnland 
Revenue. April 2. Trevor & Son, Nether Stowey. nr Bridgwate 

MILs, Rowan, | igh st Portland Town, Hosier. March 1. Gteavenson & 
ae Gracechurch st 

Mary AYN, Hills Moss rd, Sutton, St Helens, Lancaster. Feb 28. 

, k St Helens 

Porg, Rev HENRY, Walcot parade, Bath. April7. Stone & Co, Bath 


PRICHARD, Rev RicHARD, Newbold on Stour, Clerk in Holy Orders. March 1. 
Woodward & Jevons, Jom py 

RICHARDSON, THOMAS, Statham, Lymm, Chester, Yeoman. March 25. Ridgway 
& Worsley, Warrington 

REARS, Curahibes, Chad rd, Edgbaston, Warwick, Gent. Feb 15. Beale & Oo, 

irm) 
Raweos, & Rev" adh yaa JAMES, Cottaze rd, Harrow rd, Clerk. May 7. Jenkins, 
st 

RODGERS, _o Woodland villa, Moorgate, Rotherham, York. March 25. 
Oxi & Coward, Rotherham’ 

SAWYER, aneme Limerston st, Chelsea. March 6. Wilde & Co, College hill 


Garnors. Gs GEORGE EDWARD, Avenue de |’Alma, Paris. ; May 1. Godden & Oo, 


wry 

Gurren. a any ‘Queen Ht Hotel, Manningham, Bradford. March 1. Duckworth & 
a ers, B 

SPaRK, WILLIAM, Apsley rd, Clifton, Bristol, Esq. March 3. Miller, Bristol 


Sours, EDWARD, Cadogan ter, Victoria pk, Gent. March 17. Ellis & Bicker- 
teth, Bucklersbury 
STEINER, CARL Davin, Clarence House, poatingtos. Clerk to a Public Company. 
rch 25. Sanderson & Holland, Queen Victoria st 
THORN, Ravan , laeapa Stamford st, Blackfriars, Rate Collector. March 1, 
olema 
TURN amma Maki, Chichester rd villas, Kilburn. March 14. Potter & Co, 
ing 8 
Waees, WILLIAM. Rock Semen, Sydenham hill, Kent, Esq. March 31. Pitman & 
Sons, Queen Victoria st 
WHITLOCK, HENRY JOHN, High rd, Turnham rf. Coach Manufacturer. 
March 1. Barber & Son, Founders’ Hall, St Swithin’s lane 
WENDHAM, JOHN EVELEIGH, Clearwell ct, Coleford, Gloucester, Esq. March 12. 
Reyroux & Uo, Cannon st 
.—TUESDAY, Feb. 7. 


Gazette 
im, er eA ela Dalkey, county Dublin, Esq. March 3. White & 
Bacwatty. JOHN, Abbey Foregate, Shrewsbury, Esq. March 1. Morgan, Shrews- 


Browoon" Saran, Ambler rd, Islington. March 31. Oldershaw, Bell yd 


BrowN, Mariam ELIZABETH, Prospect pl, Long Ditton, Surrey. March 10 
Barnard & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Cuan, Paunr D paves, Stafford ter, Kensington, Esq. March 25. Janson & 

0, D8 

OCOoLLINSON, JOHN; Rosekrt, Wright st, Kingston upon Hull, Shipbuilder. April 
2. Jackson & Sons, Hull 

OUNLIF: FE, JOHN he Lg Ninsstagton, Lancaster, Tanner. March 7. Bell- 
ringer & Cunliffe, Liverpool 

DAVIEs, = pepeeen, Liangafelach, Glamorgan. March 24. Stricks & Bel- 


lin, 
DEATH, Saacrson, Bishops Stortford, Herts, Gent. March 24. Gee, Bishops 


Sto! 
Evans, io, Queen st, Carmarthen. March 25, Walters, Carmarthen 


Evans, THomas, Beaumont hill, Mount Pleasant, Swansea, Gent. April 7, 
Stevens, Swansea 

FISHER, JOHN COWLEY, Wood Hall, Bridekirk, Cumberland, Esq. May 1, 
Benson, Cockermouth 

Guarees. Aen © WARD, Brewer's st, Oxford, Pawnbroker. March 2. Galpin, 


eum Tuomas, Prince of Wales’ Hotel. Eastbourne ter, Bayswater. 
Licensed Victualler. March 16. Hamlin & Co, Legal and General chmbrs 
Gamera, nator Bericote Lillington, Geen. "March 20. Field & Sons, 


Hackett, Rt CHANT, Samy st, Aldgate, Wholesale Upholsterer. 
April 6. Chal enchurch 

Happuck, EDWARD, Dean rd, Willeeden, Retired Surgeon. April 10. Davies, 
Gt lane 

HALL, CHARLES, Sheffield, Gent. March 31. Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 


— ~~ Geese Hatt, Cambridge pk, Twickenham. April 10. Davies, 

rne iane 

Hayoock, Tuomas, Horninglow rd, Burton on Trent, Innkeeper. Feb 29 
Taylor, Burton on Trent 

Hismgsia, 3 , Sone  Oamaten den se Birkenhead, Chester, Coal Merchant. March 13, 

'§ irkenh 

Meneame Rev B ENIAMIN, *thishops Stortford, Herts, Baptist Minster. March 
24. Gee, Bishops Stortford 

HorsFatu, Rev RICHAED, Dacre, - Leeds, Yorks, Clerk in Holy Order. March 
20. rutcliffe, Hebden bri 

Kuan 2 Sutherine a * Surbiton, Surrey, Esq. March 5. White 

Gt boroug 

LANGFORD, oe» , rd, Brockley. March 12. Large, South sq 

Lioyp, Francis, Mecklenburgh sq, Esq. March 24. Evans & Uo, Gray’s inn sq 

MARSHALL, JOHN GREEN, Didsbury, Lancaster, Mason and Contractor. April 3. 
Claye & Son, Manchester 

anes, My -- Talfourd rd, Camberwell. Marchi1?. Evershed & Shap- 

MELHUIBH, James, Caledonian pl, Clifton, Bristol. March 2, Strickland, 

MITCHELL, RoDERICK, Sydney. N.S.W., J.P. March 31. Elliott, Lombard'st 





NEWMAN, James, Ugley, Essex, Yeoman. March %. Gee, Bishops Stortford 
Punssoss, Rev RICHARD \ Bacoaen, Stoke Poges, Bucks, Clerk. March 26. Wood 


i 
& Awdry. Chippenimiinestord, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 17. Smith& Sons, 


PowELL, CATHERINE, Game Cock San, Coseeyedieg, , Innkeeper. March 27, Ed- 
wards & Le Brasseur, Pont: 

Paay, LAVINIA, Ivy Boe, Hereford. March 31. Edwards & Le 

Ronnizox, ionan 2 —§ Finsbury pavement. March 17. Greening, 

a Gaones. agg st, Clapham Junction, Gent, March 20. Emmet 

Wintiams, Janes, Carisbrooke ra, Liverpool, Gent. March 3i. Sharman & Oo, 

Waront, Stany Ann, Atkins rd,|Olapham pk. Feb20. Winter & Oo, Bed- 


ford ro 
we ELIZABETH ExrorpD, Framlingham, Suffolk. March 15, Ling, Fram- 








ae . {o urcupene Hoves Puncnaseas Aue Laseuns, _Deleve panrhering yes 
or renting a house have the Sani’ oroughly examined 

from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co. 1 Py 
cuiveter (Hatab. 1876), wixo also the Ventilation of Offices, &o. 

pe hoe ok 9 ee ee aie, 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Keasi London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method ay his own.—( ADVT. j 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—F RIDAY, Feb. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ARNOLD, WILLIAM, Derby, Gas Fitter Derby Pet Feb6é Ord Feb 6 


Araryses, ADAM, jun, Gateshead, Innkeeper Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 8 
ee oe) = mane, Bevel avenue, Chelsea, Stage Manager High Oourt Pet 
10 

BARNES, SAMUEL oo. Falcon sq, Gum Ticket Manufacturer High Court 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

BigGins, JOsEPH, Stockton on Tees, Tailor Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

BRAUND, JOHN A fy Ham, Essex, out of business High Court Pet 


Feb7 Ord Feb 
BuxDoMAN. EDWIN Jomarma™, Cheltenham, Tea Dealer Cheltenham Pet Feb 8 


rd Feb 8 
Cox, ‘1HOMAS, Portsmouth, Innkeeper Portsmouth Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb? 
Crisp, G@ W H, Rhyl, Milliner Bangor Pet Jan23 Ord Feb7 


Durrant, RicHakD Harry, Old Park Nursery, nr Canterbury, out of business 
Can A Pet Feb 6 Urd Feb6 
GREEN, youn. Deptford, Kent, Boot Manufacturer Greenwich Pet Feb4 Ord 
4 


Gum, pea, Nuneaton, Warwickshire, Builder. Coventry Pet Feb6é Ord 
6 
HARRISON, CHARLES, Dalston lane, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Jan 20 


cant A Maki, Dalston lane, Widow High Court Pet Jan20 Ord Feb8 
HastaM, JOHN WHITTAKER, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Feb? Ord Feb7 
HAYWAED, EDWARD, Deal, out of business Canterbury Pet Febs Ord Feb 8 
HEsLopP, on, Jam, Mada, Durham, Quarryman Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb8 


Hoesen, WILLIAM, Canterbury, Builder Canterbury Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Hotyoake#, FRaNcIs EDWARD, Russell rd, Kensington, Retired Captain Kiogston, 
Surrey Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

How ett, JOHN, Russell pl, Blackheath, Gardener Greenwich Pet Jan 8 Ord 

3 

HYDbDE, Tuomas, —_— Cook High Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Kenprick, Epw. Bwichgwyn Brymbo, Denbighshire, Shopkeeper Wrexham 
Pet Feb 8 ‘Ord Febs 
‘ , Kenninghall, Norfolk, Solicitor Norwich Pet Feb7 Ord 


Law, 5 Wadhurst, Sussex, Grocer Tunbridge Wells Pet Feb 4 Ord 
MartEso%, ueeas pyvese FIeEvDER, Landor rd, Stockwell, Clerk High Court 
MAUGHAN. EDWARD, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Peb Feb6é 
Purists ye ANDERSON, Cardiff, Watchmaker Cardiff Pet Feb 6 Ord 
Puen] Ronen, Kingsland rd, Restaurant Keeper High Court Pet Feb? Ord 
ROBERTS, yy Lianfairpwilgwyngyll, Anglesea, Grocer Bangor Peb Feb 8 
RoBERTSON, JOHN, Broadway, Ludgate hill, Poulterer High Court Pet Jan %1 
Scans, Davin, Choumert rd, Peckham, Ironmonger High Court Pet Feb8 Ord 


gurre “Gusecs, Leods, Carting Agent Leeds PebFebé Ord Febé 
Sarre, Teomas, Burley Ferm, ur Bromyaed, Former Worcester Pet Feb8 Ord 


Sura, WILLIAM, Cambridge, Fishmon ger Cambridge Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 
Pa. NE Cheshire, Beerseller Warrington Pet Feb 8 Ord 


SWwaL_gs, Reamer, i jedlecborongh, Fitter Stockton on Tees and Middlesboro’ 
6 Ord 
Tuomas, ANTHONY, Milford Haven, Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 6 Ord 


Feb6é 

Tuatia, Epwarp RicHarD, and Wiliam TuRTLs, Cheltenham, Bootmakers 
heltenbam Pet Feb 8 Ora Feb 8 

Wanncixont, SAMUEL, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Norwich Pet Feb8 Ord 


WELLS, Jena DEBERT, Costessey, Norfolk, Merchant Norwich Pet Feb 7 


Wns Ae, Edgware rd, Kilburn rise, Timber Merchant High Court 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 6 
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RST MEETINGS. 
Asma. ee Derby, an’ Fitter Feb 20 at 3 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, 


erby 
ATKINSON, ADAM, Gateshead, Innkeeper Feb 22 at 11 Off Rec, Pink Jane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
om * Isaac. Pembroke Dock, Dairy Farmer Feb 27 at 12 Temperance 
» Pembroke Dock 
BEst, JA AMES, Jermyn st, St James’, Cheesemonger Feb 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
2s, Portugal st. Lincoln’s inn fields 
Broom, Joun Lorty, Hockering, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 18ati Off Ree, 8, King 
st, Norwich 
BOURJFAURD, ERNEST MARIE. Davies st, Berkeley sq, Surgical Appliance Manu- 
facturer Feb 21 ati1 Bankruptcy bégs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
BrRIGHTY, WILLIAM, Hockering, Norfolk, Grocer Feb 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, 
King st, Norwich 
Cox, THoMas, Portsmouth, Innkeeper Feb 20 at 3 166, Queen st, Portsea 


CromMpTon, WILLIAM, Hereford, Ironmonger Feb 24at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 


sic > ~~ gnamomnaaee Norfolk, Farmer Feb 18 at 11 Off Rec, 8, King 
t, Norwic 
D’ratH, Harry Hormes, Old Jewry chmbrs, Solicitor Feb 23 at 12 83, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
DICKINSON, ALFRED, Fleet st, Licensed Victualler Feb 17 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
DowNEY. WILLIAM, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Boot Dealer Feb 23 at 11 
Carey st, L ‘incoln’s inn 
DURRANT, RICHARD Harry, Old Park Nursery, nr Canterbury, out of business 
Feb 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bdgs, Lincoln’s inn 
FAULKNER, JOHN, Manchester, Electric Engineer Feb 20 at12 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Gipson, CHRISTOPHER, Kendal, Westmoreland, Builder Feb 18 at 11 37, 
Stramongate, Kendal 
Git, Emea, Kingston upon Hull, Lodging house Keeper Feb17 at10 Off Rec, 
inity House lane, Hull 
GREENWOOD, ALFRED, and JostIaAn CROWTHER, Mixenden, nr Halifax, Woollen 
Manufacturers Feb 18 ati1 Mechanics’ Hall, Crossley st, Halifax 
HAINES, WILLIAM, Ross, Hereford, Clerk Feb 24 at 10.15 2, Offa st, Hereford 


Hatt, GEORGE, Leicester, Builder Feb17at3 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


Hansen, GEORGE, Holme upon 8 sidiog Moor, Yorks, Innkeeper Feb 17 at 12 
ff Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 
Hear. Tuomas, Sheffield, Merchant Feb «0 at 3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shef- 


Hesxor, Jonn, Blackhill, Durham, Quarryman Feb 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink 
lane. Newcastle on Tyne ; 

Hiscox, ALEXANDER, Knighton, Leicestershire, Commission Agent Feb 20 at 8 

r lene, I eicester 

er ~~ ee, Park rd, Dulwich, Builder Feb 24 at 11 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

HoaGarrn, Wii11AM, Filey, Yorks, Cowkeeper Feb 17 at 11.30 Off Ree, 74, 
Newborough st, Scarborough 

HOoGsEtt, Bartist, Amwell st, Clerkenwell, Haberdasher Feb 22at11 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

HvtIsH, CHARLES JOSEPH, Balham, Costume Maker Feb 22 at 13 383, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn 

JARRATT, THOMAS, Wootton, Northamptonshire, Wheelwright Feb 18 at 2 
County Court, Northampton 

JOHNSON, BENJAMIN, East Dereham, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 18 at 12 Off Rec, 8 

iz st, Norwich 
JORDAN, ERNEST, Newport, Mon, out of business Feb 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 12, 
edegar pl, Newport, Non 
KirkKHAM, FREDERIC, irkenhead, Provision Dealer Feb 22 at 2 Off Rec, 48, 
amilton sq, Birkenhead 


KNIGHT, GEORGE, Dunsmore, nr Rugby, Miller Feb 2t at 10.15 Off Ree, 17, | 


Hertford st, Coventry 

Layton, WILLIAM, Old Kent rd, Boot Manufacturer Feb 24 at12 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

MANLEY, Mark, St George’s rd, Regent’s pk, Builder Feb 22ati2 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Mason, JOHN, Bilston, Staffordshire, Grocer Feb 18 at11 Off Rec, St Peter’s 
close, Wolverhampton 

MAUGHAN, Epwarp, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer Feb20 at 11 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

McDONNELL, BRIDGET THERESA, Leamington, Refreshment house keeper Feb 
22at11 J Boddington, solor, High st. Warwick 

MIDGELEY, GEORGE HERMAN, Dewsbury, Yorks, Publican Feb 20at3 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 

MovunTAIN, FREDERICK, Kingston upon Hull, Tobacconist Feb 17 at 2 Off 

, Trinity house lane, Hull 

NEWBERY, JAMES, Wareham, ae Machinist Feb 17 ati2 Red Lion 
Hotel, Wareham 

OsBouRN, JAMES Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Engineer. Feb 17at11 Off Rec, 
Trinity house lane, Hull 

PICKOVER, JOHNSON, and Davip CARRUTHERS, Burnley, Drysalters Feb 20 at3 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

PIKE, es, Wandsworth rd, Hosier Feb 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

PRING, JOHN, and CHARLES PrInG, Pontypridd, Builders Feb 21 at 12 Court 
house, Pontypridd 

ROBINSON, JAMES, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Greengrocer Feb 17 at 3 Off Rec, 
Bank chbrs, Batley 

Ross, ARCHIBALD RoBEsr, St Paul’s churchyard, Furrier Feb 23at12 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s ion 

SALLOWS, SUSANNAH Marti, Westheall, nr Wangford, Suffolk, Farmer Feb 18 at 
1.30 Off Kec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Smarp, Henry, New Basford i, Nottingham, Baker FebiS8atii Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Nottingham 

SHEPLEY, WILLIAM, Morley, Yorks, Iron Founder Feb 17 at 4 Off Rec, Bank 
chbrs, Batley 

SmirH, THOMAS, auey Farm, nr Bromyard, Hereford, Farmer Feb 21 at 11 
Off Rec, Worceste 

SMITH, SELINA ANN, Porshem St Martin, Suffolk, Farmer Feb 17 at 12 Guild- 
hall, Bury 8t Edmunds 

SMITH, Ww Tey Cambridge, Fishmonger Feb 24 at12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 

Cam ge 

TOMLINSON, ae, Ludlow, Salop, Cabiaect Maker Feb 23 at 10 18, Corn 


§q, 

TOYNBEE, JOHN, Flinton st, Surrey eq, Southwark, Potato Salesman Feb 28 at 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

VavGHaN, Henry, Bristol, Hardware Merchant Feb 21 at 1.30 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

WALLACE, FREDERIC, Manningham, Yorks, Stuff Merchant Feb 23 at 11 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

WELLs, JERMYN eee Costessey, Norfolk, Merchant Feb 18 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

WHITE, SAMUEL THomAs, Bristol, Produce Broker Feb 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 


mbrs, Bristo 
WHINKLES, THOMAS, Lelceater, Builder Feb17at4 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


Woop man, Epwin, Marquess rd, Canonbury, Dentist Feb22at11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st, incoln’s ion fields 


A ST SE Se as 








t Woesses, ! THoMas, Shefteld, bri Hotel Keeper Feb 2 at2 Off Ree, 


Figtree lane, Sheffield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
AppBott, Wirt1AM Hopson, Annesley, Woodhouse, Notts, Surgeon Nottingham 
et Nov 26 Ord Feb 4 
ARNOLD, WILLIAM, Derby, Gasfitter Derby Pet Feb6é Ord Feb6é 


i, = jun, Gateshead, Innkeep Newcastle on Tyne Pet Febs 
8 





rd Fe 

Braarns, JosEPH, Stockton on Tees, Tailor Stockton on Tees and Middlesboro’ 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 3 

BLACKMORE, W1tL1AM HENRY, Bermondsey st, Southwark, Tanner High Court 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Feb 7 

BRAUND, JOHN WILTON, East Ham, Essex, out of business High Court Pet 
Feb7 Ord Feb7 

BRIDGMAN, EDWIN JONATHAN, Cheltenham, Tea Dealer Cheltenham Pet Febs 


rd Febs8 
pay. Wiut11aM, Hockering, Norfolk, Grocer Norwich Pet Jan 30 Ord 
8 
TT Bishop’s rd, Victoria pk, Tailor High Court PetJan 5 
OLane, | ALYEED Henry, Kingsland rd, Draper High Court Pet Dec 15 Ord 
6 


Cox, THoMaAs, Portsmouth, Innkeeper Portsmouth Pet Jan2i Ord Febé 


—- sonarnan, Thurlton, Norfolk, Farmer Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 20 
Orc eb7 
aoe eee, Newport, Commercial Traveller Stafford Pet Jan 31 Ord 


a sopem, Besheta de, Knightsbridge, Laundry Proprietor High Court Pet 
an 3 
DURRANT. RICHARD Harry, Canterbury, out of business Canterbury Pet Feb 


~ 


4 Ord Feb 
—— paenee, West Malling, Kent, Fruiterer Maidstone Pet Jan 2i Ord 
eb7 


ELWORTHY, ALFRED, King’s rd. poem Mineral Water Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Novié Ord Feb 

FAIREY, SAMUEL CHARLES, and iosemw Ronert LUMSDEN, Birmingham, Tea 
Dealers Birmingham Pet Feb2 Ord Feb7 

Frost, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Union ct, Old Broad st, Builder High Court Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Feb 6 

Frost, GEorGE, and WILLIAM pave Frost, Woolwich, Confectioners Green- 
wich Pet Dec3t Ord Feb 

HATEArS. J ome LLIAM, Gt Windmill st, Haymarket, Raker High Court Pet 

rT e 
HAYWARD, EDWARD, Deal, out of business Canterbury Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 


Hay, Joun, Mansford st, Hackney rd, Publican High Court Pet Jani7 Ord 


eb7 
HEARD, THOMAS, Sheffield, Merchant Sheffield Pet Dec30 Ord Feb7 


ae, 2 om Blackhill, Durham, Quarryman Newcastle on Tyne Pet Febs8 
rd Fe 
Hopcson, WILLIAM, Canterbury, Builder Canterbury Pet Feb7 Ord Feb8 


Ho.pinG, Tom Harry, West Bromwich, Painter Oldbury Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb8 


HOLYOAKE, FRANCIS EDWARD. Russell rd, Kensington, Retired Captain in Army 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Febé Ord Fe 

JARRETT, THOMAS, Wootton, Northamptonshire, Wheelwright Northampton 
Pet Jan14 Ord Feb7 

JoneES, AMOS, Avenil rd, Dithus, Builder High Court Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb7 


KENDRICK, EDWARD, Brymbo, Denbighshire, Shopkeeper Wrexham Pet Feb 8 
rd Feb 8 

a = FREDERIC, Birkenhead, Poultry Dealer Birkenhead Pet Feb2 Ord 
‘eb 6 


e 
ae cunt, and HuGcH Wit11aMs, Liverpool, Builders Liverpool Pet Jan17 
rd Feb 8 
MAPLEson, THOMAS EDWARD FIELDER, Ryder terr, Landor rd, Stockwell, Clerk 
High Court Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 
MAUGHAN, Epwanrp, Newcastle upon Tyne, Grocer Newcastle upon'Tyne Pet 
Feb6é Ord Feb6 
McURICH, Spee, Gt Grimsby, Fishing Vessel Owner Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 
rd Feb 8 


MuNSEY, ROBERT WEST, Ayioun. rd, Stockwell, Commercial Traveller High 
Court Pet Feb3 Or 
a ~ > JAMES, Heckmondwike, Greengrocer Dewsbury Pet Feb 1 Ord 


f 
Sarees. 53 Tuomas, South st, Dorking, Bootmaker Croydon Pet Jan 28 Ord 
e 
—-, Werszas, Morley, Yorks, Iron Founder Dewsbury Pet Febs Ord 
7 


e 
SHIELDS, JOHN JAMES, Sunderland, Sculptor Sunderland Pet Feb1 Ord Febé 
Situ, GEorGE, Leeds, Carting Agent Leeds Pet Feb6é Ord Febé 


Situ, THomas, Burley Farm, nr Bromyard, Herts, Farmer Worcester Pet 
Feb8s8 Ord Feb8s 
SPANN, SAMUEL, Runcorn, Cheshire, Beerseller Warrington Pet Febs8 Ord 


ebs 

SWALES, ROBERT, Middlesborough, Fitter Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Tvsres, EDWARD RICHARD, and WILLIAM TURTLE, Cheltenham, Boot Makers 
Cheltenham Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

THOMAS, ANTHONY, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Farmer- Pembroke Dock Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb6 

THORNTON, JOSEPH, Guide Post, Northumberland, Draper Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Jani2. Ord Febé6 

fr, ee Goswell rd, Coffee house Keeper High Court Pet Jan 381 


Ord Feb 8 
TURNER, THOMAS GARFITT, Sheffield, Joiner Sheffield Pet Janié Ord Feb7 


Waname, 4: dizeme, Battersea pk rd, Provision Dealer Wandsworth Pet Dec 29 
rd 
WATSON, acaene JOHN, Fore st, Draper High Court Pet Jan5 Ord Jan7 


Woongrs, GEORGE WILLIAM, Stillingfleet, Yorks, Joiner York Pet Feb4 Ord 
e 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


—— pow, Bonus, Be Sowerby, nr Thirsk. Yorks, Auctioneer Northallerton Pet 
Bal, Fe mm. em cminsten cross, Leather Merchant High Court Pet Feb 10 
«se -~3 + Sutees st, Stepney, Horse Collar Maker High Court Pet Feb 
BLACKBURN, pad, ‘Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet Febi1 Ord Feb 11 


Bond, JOHN, and CLAIRE PHILLIPPINE eaas Boe, Birmingham, Brickmakers Bir- 
a Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 1 
Brown, WILLIAM, Brixton rd, Clerk High Court Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 


BUCKNELL, =< aaa JOHN, Hockworthy, Devon, Baker Exeter Pet Feb 10 





Ord Feb 











Feb. 18, 1888. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





265 




















CapMAN, THoMAS, Newport, Mon, Late one of Her Majesty’s Inspectors of Mines 
Newport, Mon Pet Febii Ord Feb 11 

CALVERLEY, HENRY, Huddersfield, Hosier ‘Hudderfield Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

COLLINS, Jom, Stockton on iy, Beattoner Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 

FAIRBAIRN, Samus Connon, Gt ae st, Stockbroker High Court Pet 
Jan7 e 

FENTEMAN, SAMUEL HeEnrRY, Bielby, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Feb 9 Ord 


Forp. Sones, Burnage, nr Manchester, Builder Stockport Pet Feb 11 Ord 


Feb 11 
Grppon, Emstr8y, Shipley, Yorks, Greengrocer Bradford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
a + Mary, Great Malvern, Widow Worcester Pet Febi1 Ord 


e 
GracaL, Ext, Ossett, Yorks, Plasterer Dewsbury Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 
Garren, 5 Rvurvus NATHANIEL, Neath, Ironmonger Neath Pet Feb 10 Ord 


HAsais, Huser, oP Ryesonts st, Whitechapel, Furniture Maker High Court 
et Jan 11 
Hauniwoy, WiidIAM, Kirkham, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner Preston Pet Feb9 


BEDUst, fonEer, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Draper Durham Pet Feb 11 

r 11 

HinD, WILLIAM, Darlington, Clerk Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb ¢ 

HOOKER, STEPHEN, J., Lewisham, Clerk Greenwich Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 10 

InGRAM, SYDNEY, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet Keb11 Ord Feb 11 

InGs, FREDERICK, Southampton, Grocer Southampton Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

JOHNSON, ¢ GEORGE, Drighlington, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet Feb $ Ord 


Kypp, ALEXANDER MACPHERSON, Berwick gdns, Ridley rd, Forest Gate, Builder 
High Court Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

LADYMAN, GEORGE HARRISON, ——* rd, Stamford hill, out of business}{High 
Court Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 

Lon 3, Gacnen. Clevedon, tent Lodging house Keeper Bristol Pet Feb 9 


MACKENZIE, THOMAS Ross, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 
MAaERAED. >, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 
10 rr ‘eb 
MARSHALL, WILLIAM NETTLESHIP, Winteringham, Lincoln, Farmer Gt Grimsby 
ret Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
MELLOR, THOMAS, Walton, nr Liverpool, Clerk Liverpool Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 
Moor. Gacney, beh = ag PaGE, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor High Court Pet 
ec 27 Or 10 
NE -_ J OSE P) = Hien ot st, Marylebone, no known occupation High Court Pet 
ec 12 ‘ 
sana” —— eaten, Lancs, Coal Merchant Preston Pet Jan 28 Ord 
e 
Ocscans, | CHARLES EDWARD, Bristol, Ships’ Smith Bristol Pet Feb 9 Ord 


PHILLIPS, JOHN, Devonport, Baker East Stonehouse Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 
PINDER, Epwin, Whitby, vost, Grocer Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 1 
aes = JOHN, W. tw AM Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle Pet Feb11 Ord 
11 


Rowaes, © CrcrIL, Crosby, Lancs, Provision Broker Liverpool Pet Feb 9 Ord 


£cort, JoHN, Dacre, Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle Pet Feb11 Ord Feb11 
camer * com. ne te Merchant Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Feb 7 
rc eb 
ae - GEORGE FREDERICK, York, Stuff Merchant York Pet Feb6 Ord 
1 


TaYLor, ALLAN, Bradford, Draper Bradford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 
TatLee 2 ESSPERE, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Cartman Durham Pet Feb 11 
r it 
THOMAS, DAVID MorGAn, Llanwenog, Cardiganshire, Draper Carmarthen Pet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 
VoLkK, Ernest, Cardigan,Grocer Carmarthen Pet Febit Ord Feb 11 


Warm, y Spam, Festoon rd, Battersea, Provision Dealer Wandsworth Pet Jan 

Wass, *G pA oom terr, Scylla rd, Peckham rye, Builder High Court Pet Jan 
18 

wa, sem, Chellaston, Derbyshire, out of business Derby Pet Feb 10 


WarnciER, JESSE, West Cowes, Tailor Newport and Ryde Pet Feb 11 Ord 
eb il 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 13. 
Wassanaey ene, West Kirby, Cheshire, Bootmaker Birkenhead Pet Dec 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 


London Gazette of La 
Hunt, ELIZABETH HANNAH, and JAMES DANIEL Hoyt, Wakefield, Tea Dealers 


Wakefield Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Evans, Harry KinG, Whitehall pl, Clerk High Court Ord May 4 Resc Feb 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
3 WILLIAM, Camden rd, Steam Sawyer Feb 24 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
’ i a Carmarthen, Grocer Feb 21 at 11 Stepney Arms 
ely 
, Harrow, Grocer Feb 21 at 12.30 Ewen & Roberts, 42, The 
Outer Temple, Strand 
BRADLEY, HENRY NEWTON, Birmingham, Grocer Feb 23 at 11 25, Colmore row, 


Birmingham 
BRIDGMAN, EDWARD JONATHAN, Cheltenham, Tea Dealer Feb 21 at 4.15 County 


Court, Chelte: 
BROADBRIDGE, JAMES WILLIAM, St Leonard’s on Bookseller Feb 21 at 12 
Bankruptcy bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cacrueeee, ENRY, > nee, Hosier Feb 23 at 3 Haigh & Son, solors, 
New st, Huddersfield 
vents JOHN LEwis, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Grocer Feb 22 at 12 Off Rec, 
i?) 


DELAYEN, EUGENE THOMAS ANDREW, st, Wimbledon, Hairdresser Feb 21 
D rt, Wrists Batts Riogeton upon Hil, Co u Feb 
OUGHTY, WILLIAM HALL, Kingston upon olour Manufacturer Feb 21 
at 2 Off Rec, Trinit; panty wt 
EpRIDGE, WILLIAM, —y d oa ‘Butcher Feb 22 at 11 16 Room, 30 and 
31, St ph 8 lan 
ENTEMAN 8 


AMUEL HENEY, Bielby, Yorks, Farmer Feb 23 at1 Off Rec, York 








Granon, Estar, Bradford, Greengrocer Feb 22 at 10.90 Off Rec, 81, Manor 
ox row, Branford 


ft Hee, W y= Mazz, Malvern Link, Worcestershire, Widow Feb %at 11.15 
ic, Wi 
Harrison, W1iLi14M, Kirkham, Cotton Spinner Feb 21 at3 Oounty Court, 16, 
Winckley st, Preston 
Twas, | Bpwann, Deal, Kent, out of business Feb 28 at 10.30 Black Horse 
a WILLIAM, Canterbury, Builder Feb 24 at 9.30 47, St George's st, 
Mouse, WALTER, Barrow in Furness, Draper Feb 29 at11 Off Reo, 2, Pax- 
ton terr, Barrow in Farness 
Uwe, Rissabere GASEAR, : andsy Aims ) Daxre Hunt, Wakefield, Tea Dealers 
21 at 2 , Bond terr, Wakefi 
InGs, FREDERICK, Sou hampton . Grocer Feb 23 at 11 Off Reo, 4, East st, South- 
JONSON, GE m, Gaonen.! Drighlington, Yorks, Grocer Feb 22 at 11 Off Reo, 81, Manor 
“Ricuaap, Gre Grendon Common, nr Atherstone, Warwickshire, Carrier Feb 
Law, Romane. Wadh = Seed Feb 22 at 2.30 Spencer & Reeve, 
Mount Pleasan 


Jun. 
atil 25. Colmore row ih. 
t, Tunbridge 

FREDERICK, both. Faller Feb 22 at 11 Off Reo, 22, Park 


Laycock, 
row, 

Lona, GrorGE, Cleved: Somersetshire, Lodging house Keeper March 1 at 
12.30 Off Bank chm brs, Bristol 

MosELEY, W: Wolverbampton, Lock Manufacturer Feb24 at3 Off 
Rec, St Peter’s cl Woil 


pton 

t Bedfordshire, Saddler Feb 23 at 10.45 8, St Paul's 

OanonnE, 0: CHARLES EDWARD, Bristol, Ship’s Smith Feb 23 at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Bristol 

Pasn, Wasa JAMES, Blackheath, China Dealer Feb 27 at3 109, Victoria st, 

RopInson. JOHN, Watermillock, Cumberland, Farmer Feb 2 at3.45 Off Rec 
34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

SANDERS, ARTHUR, Stanstead Mountfitchett, Essex, Builder Feb 22 at3 George 
Hotel, Lei e Stortford 

Scott, Re 4 Cumberland, Farmer Feb 27 at 12.30 Off Keo, 34, Fisher st, 

aeowee JOHN, Hanley, Merchant Feb 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, 

Bridge st, Manchester 

Surry, GEORGE, Leeds, Carting Agent Feb 22 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Leeds 

——~- ze x igs, Benton out of business Feb 22 at 12 Off Reo, 4, 

lion 

TAYLOR, ALLAN, Bradt ° Bradto rd, Draper Feb 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 

THomas, AX ANTHONY, Milford Haven, Farmer Feb27at2 Temperance Hall, Pem- 
troke Doc 

WHITCHER, JESSE, West Cowes, Tailor Feb 23at2 Ohamber of Commerce, 145, 
Cheapside 


ADJUDIOATIONS. 


Arxnmom, Bo Booune, Sowerby, Thirsk, Yorks, Auctioneer Northallerton Pet 
ANSON, a, a 3 and Rautpu Anson, Sunderland, Boot Dealers Sunder- 


land Pet Jan 17 1 Ord Feb 10 
ARNOLD, FREDERICK, Streatham, Schoolmaster Wandsworth PetJan31 Ord 
‘eb9 


Bano. Da DANIEL, Christchurch, Hampshire, Brickmaker Poole Pet Jan5 Ord 


Bracksumm, Joun, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet Feb10 Ord Feb it 
Brown, WILtiaM, Brixton rd, Clerk High Court Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
wimg . y ~ omee Joun Hockworthy, Devon, Baker Exeter Pet Feb 9 
0 
CouiNe, Jomm, Stockton on Tees, Pouttucer Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


h PetFeb9 Ord Feb 
wit : THoMas, Folkestone, Bootmaker Canterbury Pet Jan 2 


Hewry, Bielby, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Feb 9 Ord 
9 
Foun, 130 Taomas, Burnage, nr Manchester, Builder Stockport Pet Febii Ord 


GIBBON, Siecae, Bradford, Greengrocer Bradford Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 9 


Grpps, ELIZABETH. Mary, Malvern Link, Worcestershire, Widow Worcester 
Pet Feb 11 Ord F Feb it, 


end Feb it aston lene, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Jan 20 
Hannisos, BAM, ‘ Barnsley, Yorks, Confectioner Barnsley Pet Jan 28 Ord 


it 
Hanestes, WRCtAm, Springfield, Kirkham, Cotton Spinner Preston Pet Feb 
Harrison, Marra, Dalston lane, Widow High Court Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 11 
Hryp. WILL1aM, Darlington, Clerk Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 


Feb9 Ord Feb9 
RUISEKOFF HERMANN, and Rupo.rnH Isaac MARSDEN, Seething lane, Merchants 
h Court Pet May 95 Ord Feb 10 


shone ‘AH, ond ae 775 Danret Hunt, Wakefield, Tea Dealers 
Wak d Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 
InGs, Watetleld 1 Southampton, Southampton Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 10 


Jommpem, Guess, Drighlington, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet Feb 8 Ord 
Joss, , ar Grendon Common, nr Atherstone, Carrier Birmingham Pet 


31 Ord Feb9 
Kypo, Atexanp me Mace waite. oa ee eee 
urt 
La praca, Gono sor a es, Delavere w rd, Stamford hill, Butcher High Court 
10. ‘e J; 
Lavoe’ FRED ERICK SMITH, Shirland rd, Paddington, out of business High 
Court Pet Jan 27 ‘Ord Feb 10 


MACKENZIE, THOMAS Ross, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Feb 11 Ord 
mare, Tao nas, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 

Sesion ora Bed NETTLEsHIP, Winteripgham, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Gt 

soda Pet Feb 10 urd Feb 10 seas ete 


BRIDGET 

Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 9 

me * rerpeiearininogngntone Liverpool Pet Feb 6 Ord 
e 


mn Aupemeoe, Llanelly, Carmarthenshire, Watchmaker Oardiff 
orks, Grocer Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 


Pa Bet Feb 6. OFd Ord Feb 10 
Pet Feb 10 ‘Qareie 
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PHILLIP, 
Ord Feb 11 


et Jan 28 Ord Feb 


Roars, soa, Watermillock, Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle Pet Febi1 Ord 
Scane, Dav>. Choumert rd, Peckham, Ironmonger High Court Pet Feb 8 
Feb 10 
Seen, coum, Hanley, Merchant Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall PetFeb7 Ord 
'e 


ScorT, JoHN, Decre, Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle Pet Febii Ord Feb il 
ScorHorn. ee Billesdon, Leicestershire, Farmer Leicester Pet Jan 20 


Ord Feb 


'e 
Suet, GEoRGE Epwakp, New park rd, Brixton Hill, Oilman. High Court Pet 
1 


30 Ord Feb 11 


an 
any, pow, Birmingham, Nut Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Jan 3 Ord 
‘eb 10 
SuiTrn, Wr11am, Cambridge, Fishmonger Cambridge Pet Feb8 O:d Feb9 


THomas, Davip MorGan, Llanwenog, Cardiganshire, 
Feb 11. Ord Feb 11 
TAYLOR, ALLAN, 


16 Ord Feb 1 


WELLS, hg Dsrane, Costessey, Norfolk, Merchant Norwich Pet Feb 7 
Ord Fe 

vee. N, Warasam, Chellaston, Derby, out of business Derby Pet Feb 10 Ord 

Wenseez, — Bury St Edmunds, Innkeeper Bury St Edmunds Pet Jan 


26 Ord Feb 9 


Newtown, Montgomeryshire, Innkeeper Newtown Pet Jan 4 
ener 5-5 goum, Proadway, Ludgate hil’, Poulterer High Court Pet Jan 2 
am EDWARD, wrendie, nr Rochdale, Finisher of Woollen Goods Oldham 


Manningham, Yorks, Draper Bradford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 
Voix. Egnest, Cardigan, Grocer Carmarthen Pet Feb 8 
Wamgmpeus, SAMUEL, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Norwich Pet Feb 8 Ord 


WATEINS, SEEMS, Lamb’s Conduit st, Upholsterer High Court Pet Doc 


BIRTHS, 


da 


son. 


ADDYMAN—WILEIN.—Feb. 





MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 


2 Feb 14, at Fulham, the wife of Charles Everett, solicitor, of a 
LUPTON. “Feb 1, at Great Yarmouth, the wife of Frederick Lupton, solicitor, of a 


MARRIAGE. 
7, James Wilson Addyman, B.A., solicitor, to Edith 


Constance Wilkin, daughter of Claude Wilkin. 


DEATH. 


Bowmt Feb 8, at Plasey-Bridell, Pemkroke, James William Bowen, Q.C., 








in the Country, it ts 
Publisher. 


Draper Carmarthen Pet | 


Ord Feb 11 


| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 


requested that application be made direct to the 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” muat be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 

















SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Feb. 21.—Meesrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSOY, FARMER, & BRIDGWATER, at the Mart, at | 
.m., Reversion to Debenture and Preference Stock in London and North- | 

, Great Western, and San Paulo (Brazilian) Rawege, and Money | 
secured in First Class Mortgage (see advertisement, Jan. 28, p. 214). | 
LLIS, CLARK, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p,m., | 
erties (see advertisement, Feb. 4, p. =). 


Feb. 22.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, 
Freehold Pro; 
Feb. 24.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p. 


Properties, and Freehold Ground Rents and Building Land (see advertise- 


ment, this we p. 4). 


OPICS . ec ce- cccccecce eves 251 
» 252 


CONTENTS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL .«-+esses+ 260 
N + 26 





. Freehold and Leasehold 


Country, 288. 6d.; with the Wesxiy Rerorrse, 53s. 
vance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage. 
their Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law Ss 5s. 6d, 


The Subscription to the Soutcrrors’ Jovrnan ts—Town, 268, 6d. ; 


Payment in ad- 
Subscribers can have 








FIRE ! ! BURGLARS ! 





JOHN TANN’S 


“ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SA FES 


OR JEWELLERY, PLATE DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 





LISTS FREE. 


11, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 





ee! you want Money without Fees—amounts | 
| the Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 63 and 64, 
ble, 43, Great Tower- 


Mh nate 


before ae pplying elsewhere see Mr. 
CLIBURN, personally if possi 





Governesses 
me Visiting 
ofessors, Chaperons, 
Matrons, and Lady Ho ousekeepers. — 
ubert’s Governess t 
Schools.” &c., published weekly, price 3d., by post 
33d.—166, Regent- street, W. 


nary = the TREATMENT and CURE 

EBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 
Shar House, Twickenham. — gr 
a lh Gentlemen wy. Limited number taken. 


court, bowls, &c. 
The whole ots staff pl 
weekly. — 
— H.E 





Bi 











Solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, London. , 
UBNISH yous HOUSES or APART- 





F. guieian on = , and 250, Soeneguasse> 
and 19, 20, 21, Morwell-street, W. Estab- 


ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


and List of | 


itted to Messrs. MUNTON & Mozais, } 


" EDE AND SON, 
ROBE fst MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 

To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 

SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Recietrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION noses, ,, SaiveRsiTy AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, ‘£4 108,, ‘£5 68., and £8 5s. | 


HED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





| CFEIOES to be LET.— Some splendid 


| Courts, the Pate 





Rooms in a fine building close to the Law 
mt Office, and the VUhancery-lane 
Safe Deposit; lighted by slectrlo light, and with 
every convenience; moderate rent; well suited pre 
solicitor, law stationer, or patent "agent. rr, my at 
cery-lane. 


[Oy Residential or otherwise.— 

Splendid suite of three or five rooms to be Let 
| at New stone-buildings, cery-lane; well fitted ; 
lighted by electric light; couvenioes for the Law 
Courts, theatres, &c. ; resident housekeepers ; moder- 
ate rent. honey at the ee Office, in the Hall 
of 63 and 64, Chancery-la 


JOLLULTORS.—A fine Suite of Offices 

_— or five Rooms) to be Let, at New Stone- 
buil + eee ae close to the Law Courts 
and the G -lane Safe Deposit ; lighted by elec- 
tric light ; — ang onan moderate rent. Use of 
elegant Arbitration Rooms in same Building at re- 
duced Terms.—Ap pply at the Loemecten" 8 Office, in the 
Hall of 63 and 64, Chancery-lane. 


[MPERIAL — INSURANCE CUM- 











Established 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., ty 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed 5 a a £1,200, 000 ; 


_- up, £300,000. 
Total In ted Wunds 0 over £ @00 S00 
E. COZENS’ SMITH, 
Gereral Manager. 
UKITHERBN ASSUKANUK CUMrANY 
Established 1836, 
Lompos; 1, Moor, a ra E.O, 


INCOME * FUNDS. (186) + — 
Fire Premiums .., o. ooo 
Life Premiums .., . eco oss 
Interest... 


Accumulated Fonds 





AnuEDEIN, 


582,000 
133,000 
£3,297,000 


oe 


London Gazette. 


Advertisements can be received at these Offices 
for the current Gazette without Expedition Fees 
until 1.15 p.m. on 


Mondays and Thursdays. 
COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 


(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 
Mondays and Thursdays... to 4.15 p.m. 5s. 
Tuesdays and ee co cco «go 21.85 Oc. 308, 
” ” ” 1.15 p.m. 20s, 
REYNELL & SON, 
**T.ondon Gazette’? and General Advertising 
Contractors, 
44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 


ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO. REYNELL IW 1812. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 

RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 

or Annuities thereon granted, by the E UITABLE RE- 

VERSIONARY INTEREST BOCIETY oo 10, 

Lancaster-place, pen Bridge, Strand, Esta’ 
, a 


1835. —_— #2600,000. Interest on Loans a ~z* 
capitali 
6: H. CLAYTON, | ecmenetins 














om 
usi- 





CLAYTON, Joint 
LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 
The only Law Insurance Office in the Waited 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance 
ness. 
Chis? Offi 
yx Ny ne pie LANE, "LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 
La pe of £1,900,000 ste ling 
;  Chairman—JaMEs Cuppon, Esq. of e Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at- t-Law. 
| Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee 
| & Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fiel 
The Directors invite attention to the New Form “of 
Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 
| Policies of Insurance granted aguas Se the contin- 
| Oey Cee ot VANCES Money on Mor rigage oF 
e Com: oney on Mo: 
Life interests and Reversions, whether absolute or 
contingent. 
The Company also purchases Reve: 
Prospectuses, 2 ioe of the Discovers’ E 
Balance es _ every informa’ 


Report and 
on, sent 


it-free 
vr vA) TRAN Mo MCUEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 








Amb DEEL NDING A ee A 





